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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


Under  the  provisions  of  43  CFR  1601 .6-3(b) (1) ,  I  am  forwarding  the 
Decker-Birney,  and  South  Rosebud,  Management  Framework  Plans  Amendments.  I 
recommend  your  concurrence  with  the  changes  these  amendments  make  to  the 
original  plans. 


I  do/do  not  concur. 


Ray  Brubaker,  District  Manager 
Miles  City  District 
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This  plan  is  adopted  and  will  be  approved  subject  to  the  provision  of  43  CFR 
Subpart  1601  and  43  CFR  Part  3400. 


Ray  Brubaker,  District  Manager 
Miles  City  District 
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IN   REPLY  REFER  TO 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  '  ' 

BUREAU  OF   LAND   MANAGEMENT  f 

Miles  City  District  Office  |    ^   0  2— 

P.O.  Box  940 
Miles  City,  Montana  59301 


To  Our  Readers: 

Enclosed  are  the  final  decisions  (findings)  for  amending  the  South  Rosebud  and  Decker-Birney  Management 
Framework  Plans  (MFPs)  to  bring  them  into  compliance  with  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Regulations  of  July  1 9, 
1 979.  This  amendment  applied  the  unsuitability  criteria,  surface  owner  consultation  and  re-analyzed  the  multiple  use 
conflict  analysis  in  the  original  planning.  The  amendment  was  prepared  in  response  to  the  "Northern  Cheyenne 
Indian  Exchange  Legislation"  (PL94-401 ),  the  "Rattlesnake  Wilderness  Area  Exchange  Legislation"  (PL96-476)  and 
the  BLM  Director's  instructions  to  re-examine  certain  coal  areas  for  possible  1984  leasing  needs. 

In  the  interest  of  conserving  funds  and  resources,  the  entire  draft  amendment  was  not  reprinted  as  no  major  changes 
or  additions  were  made  as  a  result  of  comments  received  during  the  review  period.  No  public  hearing  was  requested. 
This  document  is  meant  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  original  MFP  publications  and  the  draft  amendment.  The 
final  decisions  of  areas  found  to  be  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  development,  responses  to 
comments  and  text  changes,  additions,  deletions  or  corrections  made  for  clarity  purposes  are  included. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  consideration  in  aiding  us  in  preparing  this  final  amendment. 

District  Manager 
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DECISION 

(Finding) 

All  federal  coal  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or  surface  owner  consultation  in  the  Colstrip  coal 
area,  South  Rosebud  Planning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  development.'' 
The  acceptable  area  totals  10,470  acres  containing  500,140,000  tons  of  coal. 

An  additional  181  acres  containing  10,512,000  tons  of  coal  are  acceptable  with  stipulations.  These  stipulations  will 
require  a  successful  bidder  to  show  mining  would  not  have  significant  long-term  impacts  on  certain  wildlife 
populations.  A  description  of  the  complete  stipulations  is  given  in  the  Text  Changes. 

Because  exceptions  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time  (Criterion  3),  229  acres  and  1 0,522,000  tons  of  coal  were  found 
unsuitable  for  mining.  This  does  not,  however,  preclude  these  areas  from  future  leasing.  The  exceptions  may  be 
applied  up  until  mine  plan  submissions,  provided  a  formal  agreement  is  reached  by  the  parties  involved.  Conditions 
for  applying  the  exceptions  can  be  found  in  the  unsuitability  section. 

Rationale 

The  unsuitability  criteria,  multiple  use  analysis  and  surface  owner  consultation  were  applied  to  that  portion  of  the 
Colstrip  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original  MFP  completed  in  1 975.  These  three  screens  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  open 
house  meetings  were  held  to  get  maximum  public  participation.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.  In  cases  where  they  were  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria 
were  applied.  In  other  cases,  stipulations  were  developed  to  allow  an  area  to  be  considered  as  acceptable.  In  some 
instances,  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the 
unsuitability  criteria.  In  the  Colstrip  coal  area,  one  criteria  was  found  to  be  applicable.  It  eliminated  229  acres  of  land 
and  1 0,522,000  tons  of  coal.  Surface  owner  consultation  eliminated  another  320  acres  and  1 2,655,000  tons  of  coal. 
These  were  all  lands  on  which  negative  surface  owner  views  were  received  except  for  two  parcels  on  which  there  is  an 
existing  federal  minerals  lease  issued  prior  to  the  passage  of  SMCRA.  Table  7  lists  the  acres  and  tons  eliminated  by 
each  screen.  Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed.  No  further  portions 
of  the  area  were  eliminated  by  the  multiple  use  analysis  because  no  overriding  multiple  use  resource  values  occurred 
in  the  coal  area. 


TABLE  7 

RESULTS  OF  APPLICATION  OF  UNSUITABILITY  CRITERIA  AND 

SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 


Total  Federal  Coal 


Unsuitability 
Criterion 

#■3** 


Total  Federal  Coal  deleted 
by  unsuitability 


Total  federal  coal  after 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
consideration  with  stipulation 


Colstrip  Coal  Area* 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

11,200 

529,829,000 

Acreage 
Unsuitable 

Tonnage 
Eliminated 

229 

10,522,000 

229 

10,522,000 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

10,971 

519,307,000 

320 

12,655,000 

10,470 

500,140,000 

181 

10,512,000 

•Tonnage  and  thickness  figures  were  derived  from  hydrologic  resource  and  coal  data  provided  by  Western  Energy 
Company,  unpublished  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  and  U.S.  Geological  Survey  data,  Montana  Bureau  of 
Mines  and  Geology  Bulletin  91,  and  the  McClure  Creek,  Trail  Creek  School,  Rough  Draw,  Colstrip  West,  Colstrip 
Southwest  and  Colstrip  Southeast  CRO/CDP  quadrangles. 

All  coal  within  the  Rosebud  and  McKay  coal  beds  in  the  tracts  was  included  in  the  tonnage  estimate.  Maximum  over- 
burden is  estimated  at  500  feet  but  generally  is  under  300  feet.  The  thickness  estimates  for  the  McKay  bed  in  the 
northwest  and  southeast  parts  of  the  Colstrip  area  are  only  approximate  due  to  the  scarcity  of  data.  Additional  un- 
delineated  coal  beds  may  lie  under  the  McKay  bed. 


"Exception  to  the  criterion  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date. 
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Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 
With  Stipulation 


DECISION 

(Finding) 

All  federal  coal  except  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or  surface  owner  consultation  in  the  Greenleaf-Miller 
coal  area,  South  Rosebud  Planning  (Jnit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development".  The  acceptable  area  totals  10,759  acres  containing  410,623,000  tons  of  coal. 

An  additional  1 ,477  acres  and  37,905,000  tons  of  coal  are  acceptable  with  stipulations.  These  stipulations  will  require 
a  successful  bidder  to  show  mining  would  not  have  significant  long-term  impacts  on  certain  wildlife  populations.  A 
description  of  the  complete  stipulations  is  given  in  the  Text  Changes. 

Because  exceptions  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time  (Criterion  3),  71  acres  and  1 ,41 1 ,000  tons  of  coal  were  found 
unsuitable  for  mining.  This  does  not,  however,  preclude  these  areas  from  future  leasing.  The  exceptions  may  be 
applied  up  until  mine  plan  submissions,  provided  a  formal  agreemeent  is  reached  by  the  parties  involved.  Conditions 
for  applying  the  exceptions  can  be  found  in  the  unsuitability  section. 

Rationale 

The  unsuitability  criteria,  multiple  use  analysis  and  surface  owner  consultation  were  applied  to  the  Greenleaf-Miller 
area  nominated  under  the  Northern  Cheyenne  Indian  Exchange  Legislation.  These  three  screens  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  open 
house  meetings  were  held  to  get  maximum  public  participation.  Lands  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.  In  cases  where  they  were  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria 
were  applied.  In  some  instances,  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved 
agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.  In  other  cases,  stipulations  were  developed  to  allow  an  area  to  be 
considered  as  acceptable.  In  the  Greenleaf-Miller  coal  area,  one  criteria  eliminated  7 1  acres  of  land  and  1 ,41 1 ,000 
tons  of  coal.  Surface  owner  consultation  eliminated  another  1 ,401  acres  of  land  and  27,732,000  tons  of  coal.  Table  9 
lists  the  acres  and  tons  eliminated  by  each  screen.  Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal 
acceptable  are  also  listed.  No  portions  of  the  area  were  eliminated  by  the  multiple  use  analysis  because  no  overriding 
multiple  use  resource  values  occurred. 


TABLE  9 

RESULTS  OF  APPLICATION  OF  (INSURABILITY  CRITERIA  AND 

SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 

Greenleaf-Miller  Coal  Area* 


Total  Federal  Coal 


Acreage 

13,692 


Tonnage 

477,646,000 


Unsuitability 
Criterion 


Acreage 
Unsuitable 

71 


Tonnage 
Eliminated 

1,411,000 


Total  Federal  Coal  deleted 
by  unsuitability  criteria 


71 


1,411,000 


Total  federal  coal  after 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views** 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  with  stipulation 


Acreage 

13,621 

1,401 

10,759 

1,477 


Tonnage 

476,235,000 

27,732,000 

410,623,000 

37,905,000 


*Tonnage  figures  were  taken  from  Reserve  Base  estimates  in  the  Ashland  NE,  Garfield  Peak,  Badger  Peak,  Colstrip 
SE  and  Hammond  Draw  SW  Coal  Resource  Occurrence/Coal  Development  Potential  (CRO/CDP)  maps. 

The  CRO/CDP  maps  in  this  area  were  derived  from  previously  published  information  of  inadequate  quality; 
therefore,  the  reserve  estimates  will  undergo  substantial  revision  as  better  information  becomes  available.  The  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  and  Peabody  Coal  Company  are  currently  conducting  mapping  and  drilling  programs  to  more 
accurately  delineate  the  coal  resource. 

The  High  and  Moderate  Potential  Reserve  Base  includes  all  coal  with  less  than  500  feet  of  overburden  within  each  of 
the  Sawyer,  Knobloch,  Rosebud  and  McKay  coal  beds  where  the  individual  bed  is  over  five  feet  thick. 

Other  coal  beds,  such  as  the  Pawnee  and  Robinson,  are  known  to  exist  within  the  area  but  their  reserves  were  not  cal- 
culated. The  CRO/CDP  maps  also  severely  underestimate  the  thickness  of  the  Sawyer  coal  bed  in  the  southwestern 
part  of  the  coal  field. 

"Exception  to  the  criterion  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date. 

"Negative  surface  owner  views  and  criteria  #3  overlapped  on  1 6  acres  containing  25,000  tons  of  coal  and  conse- 
quently eliminated  the  same  area  more  than  once.  This  duplication  was  accounted  for  in  the  total. 
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Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 


Federal  Coal 
Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 
With  Stipulation 


DECISION 

(Finding) 

All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or  surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Decker  coal 
area,  Decker-Birney  Planning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  development". 
The  acceptable  portion  of  the  area  totals  34  acres  containing  3,615,000  tons  of  coal. 

Because  exceptions  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time  (Criterion  3),  6  acres  and  539,000  tons  of  coal  were  found 
unsuitable  for  mining.  This  does  not,  however,  preclude  these  areas  from  future  leasing.  The  exceptions  may  be 
applied  up  until  mine  plan  submissions,  provided  a  formal  agreement  is  reached  by  the  parties  involved.  Conditions 
for  applying  the  exceptions  can  be  found  in  the  unsuitability  section. 

Rationale 

The  unsuitability  criteria,  multiple  use  analysis  and  surface  owner  consultation  were  applied  to  that  portion  of  the 
Decker  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1974.  The  three  screens  were 
applied  using  the  latest  information  available.  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were 
contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation.  Acreages  meeting 
the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.  In  cases  where  they  were 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.  In  some  instances,  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date 
provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.  In  the  Decker  coal  area,  one 
criterion  was  found  to  be  applicable.  The  one  criterion  eliminated  six  acres  of  land  and  539,000  tons  of  coal.  Table  1 1 
lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion.  Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated 
and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed.  No  further  portion  of  the  area  was  eliminated  by  the  multiple  use  analysis 
or  surface  owner  consultation. 


TABLE  1 1 

RESULTS  OF  APPLICATION  OF  UNSUITABIUTY  CRITERIA  AND 

SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 

Decker  Coal  Area 


Total  Federal  Coal 


Acreage 

40 


Tonnage 

4,154,000 


Unsuitability 
Criterion 


Acreage 
Unsuitable 


Tonnage 
Eliminated 

539,000 


Total  federal  coal  deleted 
by  unsuitability  criteria 


539,000 


Total  federal  coal  after 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 


Acreage 

34 

0 

34 


Tonnage 

3,615,000 


3,615,000 


Tonnage  and  thickness  figures  were  derived  from  the  North  Decker  5-year  Permit  Application,  Decker  Coal  Co.  Jan. 
1981,  and  the  CX  Ranch  Project  Report,  Vols:  1  and  II,  Consolidation  Coal  Co.,  Dec.  1979. 

All  coal  in  the  Anderson/Dietz  1  (partially  burned),  Dietz  2,  and  Canyon  beds  was  included  in  the  tonnage  estimate. 
Overburden  is  less  than  250  feet  thick. 

**Exception  to  the  criterion  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date. 


10 


□ 


State  Lands 
BLM  Lands 
Federal  Coal 


£3       Federal  Coal 

Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 


DECISION 

(Finding) 

All  federal  coal  except  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or  surface  owner  consultation  in  the  Squirrel  Creek 
coal  area,  Decker-Bimey  Planning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  develop- 
ment". The  acceptable  area  totals  5,010  acres  containing  716,273,000  tons  of  coal. 

An  additional  567  acres  and  65,585,000  tons  of  coal  are  acceptable  with  stipulations.  These  stipulations  will  require  a 
successful  bidder  to  show  mining  would  not  have  significant  long-term  impacts  on  certain  wildlife  populations.  A 
description  of  the  complete  stipulations  is  given  in  the  Text  Changes. 

Because  exceptions  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time  (Criterion  3),  72  acres  and  1 0,847,000  tons  of  coal  were  found 
unsuitable  for  mining.  This  does  not,  however,  preclude  these  areas  from  future  leasing.  The  exceptions  may  be 
applied  up  until  mine  plan  submissions,  provided  a  formal  agreement  is  reached  by  the  parties  involved.  Conditions 
for  applying  the  exceptions  can  be  found  in  the  unsuitability  section. 

Rationale 

The  unsuitability  criteria,  multiple  use  analysis  and  surface  owner  consultation  were  applied  to  the  Squirrel  Creek  area 
which  was  nominated  under  the  Northern  Cheyenne  Indian  Exchange  Legislation.  These  three  screens  were  applied 
using  the  latest  information  available.  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  to  get  maximum  public  participation.  Portions  of  the  area  meeting  the  various  criteria 
were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.  In  cases  where  they  were  applicable,  the 
exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.  In  other  cases,  stipulations  were  developed  to  allow  an  area  to  be  considered 
acceptable.  In  some  instances,  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved 
agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.  In  the  Squirrel  Creek  coal  area,  three  criteria  eliminated  547  acres  of 
land  and  89,554,000  tons  of  coal.  Table  13  lists  the  acres  and  tons  eliminated  by  each  screen.  Total  federal  coal, 
federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed.  No  portion  of  the  area  was  eliminated  by  the 
multiple  use  analysis,  as  no  overriding  multiple  use  resource  values  occurred  in  the  area  other  than  those  eliminated 
by  the  unsuitability  criteria.  No  areas  were  eliminated  by  the  surface  owner  consultation  as  no  qualified  surface 
owners  occurred  in  the  area. 


13 


TABLE  13 

RESULTS  OF  APPLICATION  OF  UNSUITABIUTY  CRITERIA  AND 

SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 

Squirrel  Creek  Coal  Area* 


Total  Federal  Coal 


Unsuitability 
Criterion 


#13 
#15 

Total  federal  coal  deleted 
by  unsuitability  criteria 


Total  federal  coal  after 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  with  stipulation 


Acreage 

Tonnage 

6,118 

870,268,000 

Acreage 
Unsuitable 

Tonnage 
Eliminated 

Exception 
Applied 

72 

10,847,000 

Yes  on  7  acres 
containing 
1,144,000  tons 

24 

4,055,000 

No 

451 

74,652,000 

No 

547 

89,544,000 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

5,571 

780,714,000 

0 

0 

5,010 

716,273,000 

567 

65,585,000 

Tonnage  and  thickness  figures  were  derived  primarily  from  the  CX  Ranch  Project  Report,  Vols  I  and  11,  Consolidation 
Coal  Co.,  Dec.  1979.  Additional  information  was  obtained  from  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  Geologic 
Map  14  and  Open  File  Reports  32  and  39  (1980)  which  contain  structure  and  isopleth  maps  of  the  Anderson,  Dietz 
and  Canyon  coal  beds  in  the  subject  area.  The  Decker  and  Pearl  School  CRO/CDP  quadrangle  maps  were  also 
examined. 

All  coal  with  less  than  500  feet  of  overburden  in  each  of  the  Roland,  Smith,  Anderson,  Dietz  1 ,  Dietz  2  and  Canyon 
beds  was  included  in  the  tonnage  estimate. 

"Exception  to  the  criterion  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date. 
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Scale   In     Miles 
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Federal  Coal 
Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 


Federal  Coal 
Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 
With  Stipulation 


DECISION 

(Finding) 

All  federal  coal  except  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or  surface  owner  consultation  in  the  Hanging  Woman 
coal  area,  Decker-Bimey  Planning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  develop- 
ment". The  acceptable  area  totals  30,1 78  acres  containing  1 ,558,658,000  tons  of  coal. 

An  additional  484  acres  containing  23,105,000  tons  of  coal  are  acceptable  with  stipulations.  These  stipulations 
require  Kendrick  Cattle  Company  to  manage  certain  lands  so  potential  mining  would  not  have  significant  long-term 
impacts  on  area  wide  sage  grouse  populations.  A  description  of  the  complete  stipulations  is  given  in  the  unsuitability 
section. 

Because  exceptions  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time  (Criteria  2  &  3)  374  acres  and  14,970,000  tons  of  coal  were 
found  unsuitable  for  mining.  This  does  not,  however,  preclude  these  areas  from  future  leasing.  The  exceptions  may 
be  applied  up  until  mine  plan  submissions,  provided  a  formal  agreement  is  reached  by  the  parties  involved. 
Conditions  for  applying  the  exceptions  can  be  found  in  the  unsuitability  section. 

Rationale 

The  unsuitability  criteria,  multiple  use  analysis  and  surface  owner  consultation  were  applied  to  the  Hanging  Woman 
coal  area  which  was  found  acceptable  in  the  original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1 975.  These  three  screens 
were  applied  using  the  latest  information  available.  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were 
contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation.  Portions  of  the  area 
meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.  In  cases  where  they 
were  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.  In  other  cases,  stipulations  were  developed  to  allow  an 
area  to  be  considered  as  acceptable.  In  some  instances,  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the 
necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.  In  the  Hanging  Woman  coal  area,  five  criteria 
were  found  applicable.  The  five  criteria  eliminated  1 ,765  acres  of  land  and  63,836,000  tons  of  coal.  Surface  owner 
consultation  eliminated  another  360  acres  of  land  and  22,81 0,000  tons  of  coal.  These  were  all  parcels  within  the  coal 
area  on  which  negative  surface  owner  views  were  received.  Table  1 5  lists  the  acres  and  tons  eliminated  by  each 
screen.  Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated,  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed.  No  further  portions  of 
the  area  were  eliminated  by  the  multiple  use  analysis  as  no  overriding  multiple  use  resource  values  occurred  in  the 
coal  area. 
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TABLE  15 

RESULTS  OF  APPLICATION  OF  UNSUITABIUTY  CRITERIA  AND 

SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 

Hanging  Woman  Coal  Area* 


Total  Federal  Coal 

Unsuitability 
Criterion 

#2** 

#3** 

*11 

#14 

*15 


Acreage 

Tonnage 

32,303 

1,656,304,000 

Acreage 
Unsuitable 

Tonnage 
Eliminated 

Exception 
Applied 

36 

1,441,000 

No 

338 

13,529,000 

No 

235 

2,703,000 

No 

105 

2,402,000 

No 

1,542 

67,878,000 

Stipulation  on 
484  acres 
containing 
23,105,000  tons 
of  coal*** 

Total  federal  coal  deleted 
by  unsuitability  criteria*** 


Total  federal  coal  after 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 


1,765 


64,838,000 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

30,538 

1,581,468,000 

360 

22,810,000 

30,178 

1,558,658,000 

*Tonnage  and  thickness  figures  were  derived  from  the  Lacey  Gulch,  Pine  Butte  School,  Stroud  Creek,  Forks  Ranch, 
Hamilton  Draw,  and  Quietus  CRO/CDP  maps,  which  are  of  good  quality  in  this  area.  The  tonnage  estimate  includes 
all  coal  in  the  Anderson  and  Dietz  beds  within  the  study  area.  Reserve  estimates  for  other  coal  beds  were  not 
calculated.  The  Dietz  bed  lies  under  less  than  500  feet  of  overburden;  the  Anderson  bed,  usually  under  less  than  300 
feet  of  overburden. 

**Exception  to  the  criteria  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date. 

**Criterion  1 5  has  no  exception  but  stipulated  methods  for  mining  have  been  agreed  upon  with  the  Montana  Dept.  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  which  will  not  cause  a  significant  long-term  impact. 

***Criteria  *3  and  *15  overlapped  on  7  non-excepted  acres  containing  456,000  tons  of  coal  and  consequently 
eliminated  the  same  area  more  than  once.  This  duplication  was  recognized  and  accounted  for  in  the  total. 
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State  Lands 
BLM  Lands 
Federal  Coal 


Federal  Coal 
Acceptable  for  Further 
lvCS3    Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 


^^■■nHMHHn 


DECISION 

(Finding) 

All  federal  coal  except  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or  surface  owner  consultation  in  the  Moorhead  coal 
area,  Decker-Birney  Planning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  development". 
The  acceptable  area  totals  31 ,053  acres  containing  2,379,775,000  tons  of  coal. 

An  additional  1 ,595  acres  containing  107,009,000  tons  of  coal  are  acceptable  with  stipulations.  These  stipulations 
will  require  a  successful  bidder  to  show  mining  would  not  have  significant  long-term  impacts  on  certain  wildlife 
populations.  A  description  of  the  complete  stipulations  is  given  in  the  Text  Changes. 

Because  exceptions  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time  (Criteria  2  &  3),  805  acres  and  50,032,000  tons  of  coal  were 
found  unsuitable  for  mining.  This  does  not,  however,  preclude  these  areas  from  future  leasing.  The  exceptions  may 
be  applied  up  until  mine  plan  submissions,  provided  a  formal  agreement  is  reached  by  the  parties  involved. 
Conditions  for  applying  the  exceptions  can  be  found  in  the  unsuitability  section. 

Rationale 

The  unsuitability  criteria,  multiple  use  analysis,  and  surface  owner  consultation  were  applied  to  that  portion  of  the 
Moorhead  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original  MFP  completed  in  1975.  These  three  screens  were  applied 
using  the  latest  information  available.  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  to  get  maximum  public  participation.  Portions  of  the  area  meeting  the  various  criteria 
were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.  In  cases  where  they  were  applicable,  the 
exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.  In  other  cases,  stipulations  were  developed  to  allow  an  area  to  be  considered 
as  acceptable.  In  some  instances  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved 
agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.  In  the  Moorhead  coal  area,  three  criteria  were  found  to  be  applicable. 
The  three  criteria  eliminated  1,225  acres  of  land  and  84,456,000  tons  of  coal.  Table  17  lists  the  acres  and  tons 
eliminated  by  each  screen.  Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed.  No 
further  portions  of  the  area  were  eliminated  by  the  multiple  use  analysis  as  no  overriding  multiple  use  resource  values 
were  identified. 
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TABLE  17 

RESULTS  OF  APPLICATION  OF  UNSUITABIUTY  CRITERIA  AND 

SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 

Moorhead  Coal  Area 


Total  Federal  Coal 


Unsuitability 
Criterion 

#2** 

#3** 

#15 

Total  federal  coal  deleted 
by  unsuitability  criteria 


Total  federal  coal  after 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  with  stipulation 


Acreage 

Tonnage 

33,873 

2,571,240,000 

Acreage 
Unsuitable 

Tonnage 
Eliminated 

13 

633,000 

792 

49,399,000 

420 

34,424,000 

1,225 

84,465,000 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

32,648 

2,486,784,000 

0 

31,053 

1,595 


0 

2,379,775,000 

107,009,000 


Geologic  data  for  the  Moorhread  field  were  obtained  from  CRO/CDP  maps  of  the  Otter,  Bear  Creek  School,  Hamil- 
ton Draw  and  Quietus  quadrangles,  Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  Bulletin  91 ,  and  1 977  drill  data,  Utah  In- 
ternational drilling  released  to  BLM,  and  AMAX  coal  data  from  a  cooperative  hydrologic  well  monitoring  program 
with  BLM.  The  CRO/CDP  maps  are  of  good  quality  within  this  area  but  were  not  available  for  the  southeastern  part  of 
the  Moorhead  field,  where  other  data  sources  had  to  be  used. 

The  tonnage  estimate  includes  all  coal  in  the  Anderson,  Dietz,  and  Canyon  beds  within  the  study  area.  Reserve  esti- 
mates for  other  coal  beds  were  not  calculated.  The  Anderson,  Dietz,  and  Canyon  coals  all  lie  under  generally  less 
than  500  feet  of  overburden. 

"Exceptions  to  the  criteria  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date. 
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State  Lands 
"T~~l     BLM  Lands 
Wtfh     Federal  Coal 
LVJ     Forest  Lands 
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Federal  Coal 
Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 


Federal  Coal 
Acceptable  for  Further 
Consideration  for 
Coal  Development 
With  Stipulation 


ERRATA 


Page  12,  second  column,  first  paragraph,  change: 
"0.017  cents"  to  "0.021  cents"  and  "0.10  cents"  to 
"0.126  cents". 

Page  1 2,  second  column,  first  full  paragraph,  add:  ref- 
erence number  "1"  after ".  .  .national  food  supply." 

Page  12,  second  column,  fifth  paragraph,  first  sen- 
tence, change:  reference  number  "1"  to  reference 
number  "2"  after  AMEC  Inc. 

Page  1 5,  Table  2,  add  following  to  column  headings: 

WHEAT  HAY  CATTLE 

ANNUAL  PROD.  ANNUAL  PROD.    ANNUAL  PROD. 
"(BUSHELS)"  "(TONS)"  "(AUMs)" 

Change  column  heading:  "RATIO"  to  "%  OF  COUNTY 
AG  PROD.  DISPLACED". 

Page  16,  second  column,  second  paragraph,  first  sen- 
tence, change:  ".  .  .from  gross  proceeds  tax.  .  ." 
to  ". .  .from  severence  and  gross  proceeds  tax. . .". 

Page  1 8,  Table  4,  change  Powder  River  County,  column 
two,  Tons  Mined,  for  years  1 990, 1 995  and  2000,  from 
"24,299,998"  to  "24,300,000". 


Page  1 9,  Table  5,  change,  for  Decker,  "Montana  Share 
Over  Life  of  Mine"  from  "$2,336,400,000"  to 
"$2,336,400". 

Change  Footnote  4  from  "Federal  Acres  x  Column  7" 
to  "Federal  Acres  x  Montana  Share  of  Federal  Royalty 
Per  Acre". 

Page  25,  second  column,  add  between  paragraphs  5 
and  6  the  subheading  "Mining  Effects". 

Page  39,  Section  II.  OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS, 
first  line;  Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through 
county  courthouse  records:  Change  "1"  to  "6". 

Page  81,  88  and  91,  Maps:  State  of  Montana  coal  in 
sections  16,  T9S,  R46E  and  sections  16  and  36,  T8S, 
R45E  was  inadvertently  shown  as  Federal  coal.  Private 
coal  in  the  Wl/2  NW1/4  S.24,  T8S,  R45E  was  inad- 
vertently shown  as  Federal  coal. 

Page  88,  Map,  Results  of  Surface  Owner  consultation; 
change  those  views  from  "Against  Leasing"  in  sections 
23  and  26,  T9S,  R46E  to  "Favor  Leasing". 

Page  97,  List  of  Preparers;  Air  Quality/Hydrology  was 
done  by  Les  Dobson. 
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TEXT  CHANGES  AND  ADDITIONS 


Page  1 6,  first  column,  last  paragraph,  change  third  and 
fourth  sentences  to  read:  "The  baseline  columns  are 
the  computed  figures  for  all  existing  and  presently 
planned  mines.  The  "Change  If  Mined"  columns  are 
the  projected  increases  and  decreases  that  will  occur  if 
coal  is  mined  from  these  additional  coal  areas.  Figures 
are  presented  by  coal  area,  county  and  for  selected 
years." 

Page  20,  first  column,  fifth  paragraph,  change  last  two 
sentences  to  read:  "Best  Available  Control  Technology 
(BACT)  was  assumed  to  be  present  in  any  mining 
activity  since  it  is  the  most  lenient  set  of  controls 
allowed  for  new  pollutant  sources.  BACT  is  stipulated 
on  a  case-by-case  basis  by  the  permitting  authority 
depending  on  the  particular  application  to  which  it  will 
be  applied." 

Page  22,  first  column,  third  paragraph,  change  to  read: 
"Four  occupied  dwellings  were  identified  in  the 
area6.7.8.  Lands  under  these  dwellings  and  an  additional 
300  foot  buffer  zone  around  them  are  unsuitable  for 
mining.  Acreage  eliminated  by  the  dwellings  totals  26 
acres9  and  contains  1,195,000  tons  of  coal." 

Page  22,  second  column,  last  paragraph,  last  sen- 
tence, change  to  read:  "The  third  lek  located  over  fed- 
eral minerals  will  not  be  found  unsuitable  but  will  be 
acceptable  with  stipulation." 

Page  24,  first  column,  first  paragraph,  change  to  read: 
"The  stipulation  on  this  lek  and  the  surrounding  nesting 
cover  will  require  any  successful  bidder  to  show,  and 
the  State  of  Montana  to  agree,  that  all  or  stipulated 
methods  of  mining  will  not  have  a  significant  long  term 
impact  on  the  areawide  sharptail  habitat.  Reclamation 
and  management  of  reclamation  areas  must  also  pro- 
vide suitable  post-mining  habitat.  This  land  would  then 
be  considered  suitable  for  leasing.  If  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana does  not  agree  that  reclamation  and  management 
of  reclaimed  lands  would  provide  suitable  post  mining 
habitat,  the  lek  and  surrounding  lands  will  be  excluded 
as  unsuitable  prior  to  issuance  of  a  lease.  This  stipula- 
tion does  not  preclude  the  Montana  Department  of 
State  Lands  from  enforcing  its  selective  denial  and 
unsuitability  process." 

Page  24,  second  column,  fourth  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  soil  mapping  units  were  planimetrically 
measured  and  soil  series  composition  was  evaluated. 
The  soil  series  were  evaluated  for  reclamation  potential 
using  CI.S.D.A./S.C.S.  guidelines  for  "Soil  Reconstruc- 
tion Material  for  Drastically  Disturbed  Areas"  [MSH 
403.6  (a)].  These  results  were  expressed  as  acre  feet  of 
soil  material  having  good,  fair  or  poor  reclamation 
potential  due  to  its  physical  and  or  chemical  properties. 
This  showed  27%  (1 2,436  acre  feet)  of  the  area  rated  as 
good  reclamation  potential,  20%  (9,481  acre  feet)  rated 
fair  and  53%  (23,827  acre  feet)  rated  poor." 


Page  24,  second  column,  fifth  paragraph,  delete. 

Page  24,  second  column,  sixth  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "Logical  mining  units  with  better  or  poorer  rec- 
lamation potential  may  be  located  within  the  coal  area. 
Suitable  overburden  materials,  if  available,  could  be 
used  to  provide  additional  soil  depth  to  ensure  ade- 
quate reclamation.  Current  information  demonstrates 
that  this  area  has  fair  potential  for  successful  reclama- 
tion." 

Page  24,  second  column,  seventh  paragraph,  delete 
last  sentence  on  soil  survey  reliability. 

Page  34,  second  column,  third  full  paragraph,  last 
sentence  change  to  read:  "The  four  leks  located  over 
federal  minerals  are  not  unsuitable,  but  will  be  accept- 
able with  stipulation." 

Page  34,  second  column,  fourth  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  stipulation  on  these  leks  and  the  surround- 
ing nesting  cover  will  require  any  successful  bidder  to 
show,  and  the  State  of  Montana  to  agree,  that  all  or 
stipulated  methods  of  mining  will  not  have  a  significant 
long  term  impact  on  the  area-wide  sharptailed  grouse 
habitat.  Reclamation  and  management  of  reclamation 
areas,  must  also  provide  suitable  post-mining  habitat. 
These  lands  would  then  be  considered  suitable  for 
leasing.  If  the  State  of  Montana  does  not  agree  that 
reclamation  and  management  of  reclaimed  lands 
would  provide  suitable  post-mining  habitat,  the  lek  and 
surrounding  lands  will  be  excluded  as  unsuitable  prior 
to  issuance  of  a  lease.  This  stipulation  does  not  pre- 
clude the  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  from 
enforcing  its  selective  denial  and  unsuitability  process." 

Page  36,  first  column,  fourth  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  soil  mapping  units  were  planimetrically 
measured  and  soil  series  composition  was  evaluated. 
The  soil  series  were  evaluated  for  reclamation  potential 
using  (J.S.D.A./S.C.S.  guidelines  for  "Soil  Reconstruc- 
tion Material  for  Drastically  Distrubed  Areas"  [NSH 
403.6  (a)  J.  These  results  were  expressed  as  acre  feet  of 
soil  material  having  good,  fair  or  poor  reclamation 
potential  due  to  its  physical  and  or  chemical  properties. 
This  showed  18%  (1 1,498  acre/feet)  of  the  area  rated 
as  good  reclamation  potential,  21%  (13,166  acre  feet) 
rated  fair  and  61%  (36,952  acre  feet)  rated  poor." 

Page  36,  first  column,  fifth  paragraph,  delete. 

Page  36,  first  column,  sixth  paragraph,  change  to  read: 
"Logical  mining  units  with  better  or  poorer  reclamation 
potential  may  be  located  within  the  coal  area.  Suitable 
overburden  materials,  if  available,  could  be  used  to 
provide  an  additional  soil  depth  to  provide  for  more 
adequate  reclamation.  Current  information  demon- 
strates that  this  area  has  fair  potential  for  successful 
reclamation." 
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Page  36,  first  column,  seventh  paragraph,  delete  last 
sentence  on  soil  survey  reliability. 

Page  44,  second  column,  second  paragraph,  change 
to  read:  "The  soil  mapping  units  were  planimetrically 
measured  and  soil  series  composition  was  evaluated. 
The  soil  series  were  evaluated  for  reclamation  potential 
using  (J.S.D.A./S.CS.  guidelines  for  "Soil  Reconstruc- 
tion Material  for  Drastically  Disturbed  Areas"  [NSH 
403.6  (a)  ].  These  results  were  expressed  as  acre  feet  of 
soil  material  having  good,  fair  or  poor  reclamation 
potential  due  to  its  physical  an'd  or  chemical  properties. 
This  showed  0.4%  (.63  acre  feet)  of  the  area  rated  as 
good  reclamation  potential,  99.6%  ( 1 53  acre  feet)  rated 
fair  and  0%  rated  poor." 

Page  44,  second  column,  third  paragraph,  delete. 

Page  44,  second  column,  fourth  paragraph,  last  sen- 
tence changed  to  read:  "Current  information  demon- 
strates that  this  area  has  fair  potential  for  successful 
reclamation." 

Page  44,  second  column,  sixth  paragraph,  first  sen- 
tence: Change  order  III  to  Order  II.  Delete  last  sentence 
on  soil  survey  reliability. 

Page  54,  first  column,  first  full  paragraph,  last  two 
sentences,  change  to  read:  "This  sage  grouse  winter- 
ing ground  will  not  be  found  unsuitable,  but  will  be 
acceptable  with  stipulation." 

Page  54,  first  column,  fourth  paragraph,  last  two  sen- 
tences, change  to  read:  "That  portion  of  the  area, 
where  the  majority  of  sagebrush  occurs,  will  not  be 
found  unsuitable  but  will  be  acceptable  with  stipula- 
tion." 

Page  54,  second  column,  third  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  stipulation  on  the  sage  grouse  and  antelope 
wintering  grounds  will  require  any  successful  bidder  to 
show,  and  the  State  of  Montana  to  agree,  that  all  or 
stipulated  methods  of  mining  will  not  have  a  significant 
long  term  impact  on  the  area-wide  species  habitat. 
Reclamation  and  management  of  reclamation  areas, 
must  also  provide  suitable  post-mining  habitat.  This 
land  would  then  be  considered  suitable  for  leasing.  If 
the  State  of  Montana  does  not  agree  that  reclamation 
and  management  of  reclaimed  lands  would  provide 
suitable  post-mining  habitat,  the  wintering  grounds  will 
be  excluded  as  unsuitable  prior  to  issuance  of  a  lease. 
This  stipulation  does  not  preclude  the  Montana 
Department  of  State  Lands  from  enforcing  its  selective 
denial  and  unsuitability  process." 

Page  56,  first  column,  third  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  soil  mapping  units  were  planimetrically 
measured  and  soil  series  composition  was  evaluated. 
The  soil  series  were  evaluated  for  reclamation  potential 
using  CI.S.D.A./S.C.S.  guidelines  for  "Soil  Reconstruc- 
tion Material  for  Drastically  Disturbed  Areas"  [NSH 
403.6  (a)  ].  These  results  were  expressed  as  acre  feet  of 
soil  material  having  good,  fair  or  poor  reclamation 


potential  due  to  its  physical  and  or  chemical  properties. 
This  showed  4%  (668  acre  feet)  of  the  area  rated  as 
good  reclamation  potential,  52%  (8001  acre  feet)  rated 
fair  and  44%  (6,657  acre  feet)  rated  poor." 

Page  56,  first  column,  fourth  paragraph,  delete. 

Page  56,  first  column,  fifth  paragraph,  change  to  read: 
"Logical  mining  units  with  better  or  poorer  reclamation 
potential  may  be  located  within  the  coal  area.  Suitable 
overburden  materials,  if  available,  could  be  used  to 
provide  an  additional  soil  depth  to  provide  for  more 
adequate  reclamation.  Current  information  demon- 
strates that  this  area  has  fair  potential  for  successful 
reclamation." 

Page  56,  first  column,  seventh  paragraph,  delete  last 
sentence  on  soil  survey  reliability. 

Page  69,  first  column,  first  paragraph,  delete  the  words 
". .  .during  activity  planning  and. . .". 

Page  69,  first  column,  sixth  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  soil  mapping  units  were  planimetrically 
measured  and  soil  series  composition  was  evaluated. 
The  soil  series  were  evaluated  for  reclamation  potential 
using  G.S.D.A./S.C.S.  guidelines  for  "Soil  Reconstruc- 
tion Material  for  Drastically  Disturbed  Areas"  [NSH 
403.6  (a)  ].  These  results  were  expressed  as  acre  feet  of 
soil  material  having  good,  fair  or  poor  reclamation 
potential  due  to  its  physical  and  or  chemical  properties. 
This  showed  5%  (3878  acre  feet)  of  the  area  rated  as 
good  reclamation  potential,  51%  (41,494  acre  feet) 
rated  fair  and  44%  (34,736  acre  feet)  rated  poor." 

Page  69,  first  column,  seventh  paragraph,  delete. 

Page  69,  first  column,  eighth  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "Logical  mining  units  with  better  or  poorer  rec- 
lamation potential  may  be  located  within  the  coal  area. 
Suitable  overburden  materials,  if  available,  could  be 
used  to  provide  an  additional  soil  depth  to  provide  for 
more  adequate  reclamation.  Current  information 
shows  that  this  area  has  fair  potential  for  successful 
reclamation." 

Page  69,  second  column,  first  full  paragraph,  delete 
last  sentence  on  soil  survey  reliability. 

Page  70,  first  column,  first  full  paragraph,  change  last 
two  sentences  to  read:  "Hanging  Woman  Creek,  being 
a  perennial  flow,  has  higher  quality  water.  Its  larger 
discharges  aid  in  diluting  dissolved  constituents  and  its 
consistent  flow  reduces  both  residue  build  up  and  big 
flushes  of  dissolved  salts.  CISGS  data  collection  site  for 
Hanging  Woman  Creek  near  Birney  recorded  TDS 
concentrations  ranging  from  176-3160  mg/l.  The 
average  of  all  concentrations  reported  is  1914  mg/l." 

Page  70,  second  column,  second  full  paragraph, 
change  to  read:  "If  the  entire  area  were  mined  at  least 
12  reservoirs,  two  springs  and  61  wells  would  be  des- 
troyed. Thirty  of  the  61  wells  are  test  wells  drilled  by 
MBMG  in  1 974,  1976  and  1977;  23  are  wells  invento- 
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ried  by  CJSGS  in  1 968;  and  eight  of  the  61  wells  were 
located  on  topographic  quadrangles.  Where  the  sur- 
face would  be  disturbed  by  mining,  subsequent  remo- 
val of  wells  and  reservoirs  would  not  be  significant  since 
their  importance  during  mining  activity  would  be  elimi- 
nated. Replacement  sources  could  be  established  dur- 
ing reclamation  or  could  accompany  post  mine  land 
use  as  required." 

Page  70,  second  column,  sixth  full  paragraph,  change 
to  read:  "If  mine  drainage  were  directed  to  natural 
stream  channels,  the  additional  discharge  would 
necessitate  the  use  of  energy  dissipaters,  such  as  rip 
rap,  at  reentry  points  to  prevent  accelerated  channel 
erosion.  Mine  drainage  of  alluvium  could  be  greater 
than  the  amount  redirected  back  to  streamflow 
because  of  water  usage  by  mining  activity  and  because 
of  natural  losses  such  as  increased  evapotranspiration. 
Consequently,  for  some  distance  downstream  water 
levels  in  the  alluvium  could  be  lowered  which  could 
decrease  hay  production  and  injure  other  plants  with 
roots  extending  to  the  water  table." 

Page  79,  second  column,  last  two  paragraphs,  change 
to  read:  "Fifteen  sharp-tailed  grouse  leks  were  identi- 
fied. Two  were  within  the  coal  area.  These  two  were  not 
excluded  but  will  be  acceptable  with  stipulations." 

"Six  sage  grouse  leks  were  located,  four  within  the  coal 
area.  Male  attendance  was  relatively  low  (3  to  7  birds)  at 
five  of  the  leks  while  the  sixth  lek  had  up  to  19  males  in 
attendance.  The  four  leks  in  the  coal  area  will  not  be 
excluded  but  will  be  acceptable  with  stipulations.  A 
sage  grouse  wintering  ground  was  also  identified  in  the 
area.  Fifty  or  more  sage  grouse  were  observed  these 
during  January  and  February  of  1980.  This  crucial 
ground  will  not  be  acceptable  but  will  be  leasable  with 
stipulation." 

Page  80,  first  column,  first  paragraph  change  to 
read:  "The  stipulation  on  the  sage  ground  wintering 
ground,  leks  and  the  surrounding  nesting  cover  will 
require  any  successful  bidder  to  show,  and  the  State  of 
Montana  to  agree,  that  all  or  stipulated  methods  of 
mining  will  not  have  a  significant  long  term  impact  on 
the  area-wide  sharp-tailed  and  sage  grouse  habitat.  Rec- 
lamation and  management  of  reclamation  areas,  must 
also  provide  suitable  post-mining  habitat.  These  lands 
would  then  be  considered  suitable  for  leasing.  If  the 
State  of  Montana  does  not  agree  that  reclamation  and 
management  of  reclaimed  lands  would  provide  suit- 
able post-mining  habitat,  the  leks,  nesting  cover  and 
wintering  ground  will  be  excluded  as  unsuitable  prior  to 


issuance  of  a  lease.  This  stipulation  does  not  preclude 
the  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  from  enforc- 
ing its  selective  denial  and  unsuitability  process." 

Page  80,  second  column,  first  paragraph,  last  sen- 
tence, delete  the  words  ". .  .during  activity  planning  and 


Page  82,  first  column,  first  full  paragraph,  change  to 
read:  "The  soil  mapping  units  were  planimetrically 
measured  and  soil  series  composition  was  evaluated. 
The  soil  series  were  evaluated  for  reclamation  potential 
using  U.S.D.A./S.C.S.  guidelines  for  "Soil  Reconstruc- 
tion Material  for  Drastically  Disturbed  Areas"  [MSH 
403.6(a)].  These  results  were  expressed  as  acre  feet  of 
soil  material  having  good,  fair  or  poor  reclamation 
potential  due  to  its  physical  and  or  chemical  properties. 
This  showed  4%  (3728  acre  feet)  of  the  area  rated  as 
good  reclamation  potential,  47%  (40,042  acre  feet) 
rated  fair  and  49%  (41 ,385  acre  feet)  rated  poor." 

Page  82,  first  column,  second  paragraph,  delete. 

Page  82,  first  column,  third  paragraph,  change  to  read: 
"Logical  mining  units  with  better  or  poorer  reclamation 
potential  may  be  located  within  the  coal  area.  Suitable 
overburden  materials,  if  available,  could  be  used  to 
provide  an  additional  soil  depth  to  provide  for  more 
adequate  reclamation.  Current  information  shows  that 
this  area  has  fair  potential  for  successful  reclamation. 

Page  82,  first  column,  fifth  paragraph,  delete  last  sen- 
tence on  soil  survey  reliability. 

Page  83,  first  column,  first  full  paragraph,  add  following 
sentence.  "If  the  surface  is  removed  by  mining,  subse- 
quent removal  of  existing  water  sources  would  not  be 
significant  since  replacement  sources  could  accom- 
pany reconstruction  activities  of  any  mining  company's 
reclamation  plan  or  could  be  developed  as  required  by 
post  mining  land  use." 

Page  83,  first  column,  third  paragraph,  change  to  read: 
"If  mine  drainage  were  directed  to  natural  stream 
channels,  the  additional  discharge  would  necessitate 
the  use  of  energy  dissipaters,  such  as  rip  rap,  at  reentry 
points  to  prevent  accelerated  channel  erosion.  Mine 
drainage  of  alluvium  could  be  greater  than  the  amount 
redirected  back  to  streamflow  because  of  water  usage 
by  mining  activity  and  because  of  natural  losses  such  as 
increased  evapotranspiration.  Consequently,  for  some 
distance  downstream,  water  levels  in  the  alluvium  could 
be  lowered  which  could  decrease  hay  production  and 
injure  other  plants  that  have  roots  extending  to  the 
water  table. 
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WRITTEN  COMMENTS 


The  following  are  written  comments  received  from  individuals,  groups,  industry  and  government  agencies  concern- 
ing the  draft  amendment.  Letters  are  arranged  alphabetically,  numbered  sequentially  and,  where  necessary,  the  parts 
are  also  numbered.  For  example,  Letter  1  has  only  one  part  and  is  numbered  1-1.  Letter  5  has  two  parts,  numbered 
5-1  and  5-2  respectively.  All  parts  are  numbered  in  the  left  hand  margin  of  the  letter  with  corresponding  answers 
appearing  to  the  right  of  the  reproduced  letter. 

The  written  comments  received  by  BLM  are  as  follows: 

Letter  No.  Individual,  Group,  Industry  or  Agency 

1  Dave  Bliss 

2  Consoldiation  Coal  Company 

3  Cyprus  Coal  Company 

4  Miles  City/Custer  County  Planning  Office 

5  Montana  Dept.  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 

6  Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

7  Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

8  Utah  International 

9  Utah  International 

10  Western  Energy  Company 
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Comment  Letter  1 


1-1 
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Comment  Letter  2 


Consolidation  Coal  Company 

Federal  Coal  Acquisition  Group 

14  Inverness  Drive  Easi.  Sldg   6 

£nglewoorj.  CO  80 1 12 

(303]  770- !  600 


2-1  l- 


2-2 


February  S,  1982 


Mr*.  Ray  ^rubaker  '  : ',. 

District  Manager  '■■"".'.■?_■" 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  '.'..". 

P.  0.  Pox  940  -■;'■■- 

Miles  City,  Montana  59301  '  J\"V 

Hear  Mr.  Srubaker: 

Consol  idation  Coal  Company  has  reviewed  the  drift  Powder  River 
Resource  Area  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendment  with  specific  interest 
in  the  Squirrel  Creek  Area  -  Application"  of  Unsuitabil ity  Criteria 
(Panes  53-54).  Up  offer  the  following  comments: 

Consol  suggests  that  the  unsuitability  criteria  should  not  be 
applied  to  TOS,  t}39f;,  Section  24  and  T9S,  R40E,  portions  of 
Sections  29  and  30,  as  this  federal  coal  is  already  under  lease. 
We  feel  that  there  is  no  clear  authority  for  the  unsuitability 
criteria  to  be  assessed  on  Dre-SMCRA  Federal  Leases.  Environmental 
concerns  hichlighted  by  this  document  are   regulated  by  the  Montana 
Department  of  State  Lands  and  the  nffice  of  Surface  Mining  who  are 
currently  evaluating  a  mine  permit  application  for  Section  24. 

Concerning  the  Criteria  15,  State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Section  Images  53-54),  Consolidation  Coal  Company  requests  that  the 
sage  grouse  wintering  site  identified  as  154  acres  in  T9S,  R39E , 
■SW  1/4,  Section  25  and  the  antelope  winter  range  identified  as  413 
acres  in  T9S,  R39E,  portions  of  Sections  23,  25,  and  26  be 
considered  leaseable  by  the  BLM.  Consol  believes  that  the 
mechanism  is  in  place  for  the  BLM,  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  and  other  agencies  concerned  with  wildlife 
areas  to  provide  comments  and  suggest  stipulations  to  the  Montana 
Department  of  State  Lands  and  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  durina 
the  nininq  permit  review  process.  Delayino  the  review  of  these 
areas  until  the  permitting  process  will  also  ensure  that  all  of  the 
detailed  environmental  information  is  available  to  the  regulatory 
agencies,  and  that  all  of  the  necessary  agencies  will  be  involved 
in  the  ultimata  mitigation  and  reclamation  plans. 

Sincerely, 


i«L 


- -!■■/-■ 
.~.pTj 


Kent  M.   Redding 
Manager,  F.C.A.r,. 
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1-1 

The  final  decision  for  the  Moorhead  coal  area 
shows  those  lands  Mr.  Bliss  controls  within  the 
coal  area  as  being  acceptable  for  further  consid- 
eration for  coal  development. 


2-1 

43  CFR  3461.4-2(a)  requires  the  application  of 
the  unsuitability  criteria  to  non-producing  leases. 

2-2 

The  unsuitability  finding  for  these  two  areas  has 
been  rewritten  to  allow  leasing  with  stipulations. 
Please  see  the  text  change  of  page  54,  second 
column,  third  paragraph,  for  the  actual  stipula- 
tions 


Cyprus 


Coal  Company 


Comment  Letter  3 


6900  SOUTH  VOS6MITESTR: 


February  22,  1982 


frJ 


Mr.  Ray  Brubaker  /*  •' 

District  Manager  ■_.' 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  940 

Miles  City,  Montana   59301 

Dear  Mr.  Brubaker: 

Cyprus  Coal  Company  ("Cyprus")  wishes  to  thank  BLM  for  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area 
Management  Framework  Plan  Amendment  Draft  dated  November, 
1981  ("Amendment  Draft").   We  feel  that  many  of  the  statements 
about  reclamation  and  comparisons  between  coal  areas  are 
based  on  insufficient  site  specific  information  and  thus  do 
not  support  several  of  the  conclusions  and  recommendations 
made  in  this  draft  MFP.   The  following  comments  have  been 
assembled  to  specifically  address  issues  to  which  we  take 
exception .   Page ,  paragraph,  and  sentence  references  below 
correlate  to  the  Amendment  Draft. 

Page  i  (3rd  para)  -  states,  "for  clarity,  the  two  amendments 
are  referred  to  in  the  singular  form  'amendment',  throughout 
this  draft."   Does  this  imply  that  the  "amendment"  could  be 
split  into  its  concomitant  parts?   If  so,  what  criteria 
would  be  used  to  judge  the  separation? 

Page  1  (6th  para) (2nd  sentence)  -  states,  "This  instruction 
was  given  after  the  1980  MFP  Amendment  was  protested  and 
withdrawn  by  the  Director."   Cyprus  is  aware  of  the  scheduling 
difficulties  arising  from  the  Northern  Plains  Resource 
Council  administrative  protest  in  relation  to  the  1982  sale 
date  and  we  ask  that  you  clarify  what  actions  the  BLM  has 
taken  to  allay  the  concerns  expressed  by  the  Northern  Plains 
Resource  Council. 

n    e%    Page  5  (Air  Quality).   An  additional  issue  should  be  addressed. 
0~3  That  being  the  non-attainment  area  around  Colstrip  and  its 
present  effect  on  Cheyenne  Class  I  air. 

3m    Page  11  (Sociology) (Population) { late  sentence).   Cyprus  is 
-^  concerned  with  the  definition  of  "Region"  and  "..."  quite 

different  occupations."   If  one  considers  the  "Region"  to  be 


3-1 


3-2 


3-5 


Mr.  Ray  Brubaker 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

February  22,  1982 

Page  Two 


between  Billings,  Montana;  Miles  City,  Montana;  and  Pheridan, 
Wyoming,  additional  leasing  activity  as  proposed  by  this 
document  will  have  a  negligible  effect  on  existing  infrastructure 
and  occupational  demographics .   On  the  other  hand ,  if  the 
"Region"  is  taken  to  mean  a  "Rancher's  backyard"  -  which 
indeed,  in  some  cases,  is  large  enough  to  be  a  "Region"  -  an 
influx  of  mining  activity  could  temporarily  change  local 
demographics  immensely. 

If  the  function  of  this  paragraph  is  to  imply  potential 

changes,  it  might  be  appropriate  to  state  emphatically  that 

the  Greenleaf-Miller  area  will  be  leased  in  1983  to  Peabody 

Coal  Company  and  Chevron  and  that  CONSOL  will  get  coal  in 

the  Squirrel  Creek  area  as  mandated  by  Public  Law  94-401. 

Given  that  these  areas  will  be  sold,  probably  in  1983,  on  a 

non-competitive  basis,  what  remains  for  analysis  is  the 

Hanging  Woman  Creek  and  Moorehead  Coal  fields  and  the  Rattlesnake 

exchange  area  in  the  Colstrip  area.   Again  to  elaborate,  the 

Colstrip  Region  will  not  have  occupational  demographics 

changed  by  continuing  the  existing  mining  program ,  the 

hanging  Woman  and  Moorehead  mine  work  force  would  rely  on 

the  infrastructure  already  established  by  the  mining  activity 

at  Decker  and  Spring  Creek.   Also,  what  is  the  significance  - 

good  or  bad  -  of  temporarily  changing  the  work  force  structure. 

3C  The  relevance  of  this  threshold  type  concept  is  not  appropriate 
"0  during  land-use  planning  due  to  the  inate  nature  of  the 

MFP  -  that  being,  the  MFP  is  not  a  decision  document  even  to 
lease  coal  let  alone  mine  it. 

3"JP  Also,  the  new  43  CFR  3400  regulations  acknowledge  that 
"/  threshold  is  unwieldy  during  land-use  planning  and  so  the 

discussion  on  population  dynamics  should  possibly  be  deleted 
altogether. 


3-8 


Page  12  (4th  para).   Does  this  paragraph  imply  that  the  1982 
Powder  River  Basin  Coal  Sale  will  not  have  an  effect  on 
Sheridan,  Wyoming's  economy?   Cyprus  disagrees  with  this 
interpretation.   Again  the  leasing  of  coal  produces  no 
appreciable  people  influx;  however,  the  associated  development 
does .   Moreover  if  leasing  does  not  occur  in  1982  the  possible 
economic  effect  could  be  greater  than  if  leasing  would 
occur . 

3rt  Page  12  (8th  para) (Economics) (Agriculture) (last  sentence) 
"5j  states,  "The  Hanging  Woman  coal  area  shows  the  highest  value 
per  ton,  0.10  cent."   We  believe  that  the  stated  value  of 
0.10  cent  should  really  be  0.010  cent. 
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3-1 

Two  MFP's  were  amended  by  the  one  document 
and  it  will  not  be  split 

3-2 

Please  see  response  to  comment  letter  6, 
response  6-2.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  feels  it  has 
responded  to  NPRCs  concerns  as  completely  as 
possible  for  this  stage  of  the  planning  process. 

3-3 

Present  effect  on  the  Northern  Cheyenne  Class  I 
air  by  the  non-attainment  area  around  Colstrip 
was  not  an  issue  identified  in  the  scoping  process. 
It  was  addressed  however  in  the  multiple  use 
analysis  found  on  page  20. 

3-4 

Region,  as  used  here,  can  roughly  be  defined  as 
the  southcentral  section  of  the  Montana  portion 
of  the  Powder  River  Coal  Region,  including  the 
rural  communities  of  Ashland,  Broadus,  and 
Lame  Deer,  Montana. 

3-5 

New  mining  development  resulting  from  the  leas- 
ing of  tracts  in  the  Powder  River  Amendment 
could  not  rely  entirely  on  existing  labor  pools  in 
the  region  to  supply  personnel.  Any  number  of 
new  coal  mines  developed  concurrently  in  the 
region  could  exceed  the  available  labor  supply 
and  foreclose  the  possibility  of  labor  trade-offs 
between  companies.  In  addition,  Colstrip,  MT  is 
located  too  far  from  the  site  of  the  proposed  new 
tracts  to  attract  workers  from  that  community.  By 
all  indications,  a  population  influx  from  outside 
the  region  will  be  needed  to  supply  labor  for  any 
new  mines  developed  as  a  result  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Because  the  region  is  basically  rural  in  nature, 
with  an  agricultural  employment  base,  any 
change  in  the  occupational  structure  due  to 
incoming  mine  personnel  would  also  result  in 
impacts  to  the  social  structure.  Occupational 
characteristics  have  a  strong  influence  on  the 
attitudes  and  dominant  lifestyles  of  a  region,  as 
well  as  on  its  distributional  processes  (of  income, 
power)  and  on  the  diversity  and  complexity  of  the 
economic  base. 

Operation  of  a  coal  mine  entails  the  introduction 
of  a  long-term  work  force  into  an  area.  Therefore, 
changes  in  occupational  structure  should  not 
necessarily  be  looked  upon  as  "temporary". 

3-6  &  3-7 

The  threshold  concept  was  not  addressed.  This 
was  done  to  show  probable  multiple  use  impacts. 

3-8 

Leasing  in  the  Decker  area  in  1982  will  be  to 
maintain  existing  mines  in  the  Decker  area  while 
1984  leasing  could  lead  to  new  mine  develop- 
ment. 

3-9 

Correction  noted,  please  see  errata  section  for 
change 


Mr.  Ray  Brubaker 
Bureau  of  Land  M&..*agfflfcent 
February  22,  1.982 
Page  Three 


3  If!  Pa5e  12  (Economics)  (Agriculture)  (9th  para)  is  not  a  comment 
"IU  which  Cyprus  believes  can  be  substantiated. 

3|  |  Page  13  (Table  1)   The  Greenleaf-Miller  and  Decker  columns 
■|  |  appear  to  be  out  of  alignment. 

Federal  acres  x 
This  statement  should  read  "Federal  acres  x 


3  1  Q  Page  19  (Table  5)  (#4  in  the  legend)  state 
"It  column  7 


3-14 


31  q  page  20  (Air  Quality  Section) (BACT)  is  determined  on  a  site- 
"  I  U  by-site  basis.   However,  without  definite  directions  from 

LPA  one  cannot  determine  eact  for  one  area  let  alone  a  broad 
general  area.   Presently  there  are  no  coal  strip  mines 
utilizing  BACT  in  Montana  and  the  last  sentence  of  the 
mentioned  paragraph  is  confusing.   Is  it  to  imply  that 
topsoil  is  to  be  wetted  or  mulched  before  it  is  stripped  or 
is  the  wetting  and  mulching  supposed  to  proceed  while  the 
actual  stripping  is  going  on?  Which  access  roads  need  to  be 
paved  and  for  how  far?   What  is  meant  by  "Chemical  stabilization 
of  topsoil"?   What  is  meant  by  "chemical  stabiliation  of 
overburden  stockpiles"? 

Page  20  and  21  (Surface  Owner  Consultation  Process  and 
Results) (1st  para) (5th  sentence).   This  sentence  implies 
that  if  a  surface  owner  has  not  top  leased  his  land  to  a 
non-qualified  owner ,  he  may  give  his  consent  or  not .   What 
happens  if  the  qualified  surface  owner  has  previously  top 
leased  his  surface  to  a  non-qualified  entity  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  mining  the  federal  coal?   Can  the  qualified  owner 
give  his  consent  to  mine  and  his  consent  to  transferability 
and  will  his  consent  to  transferability  apply  also  to  the 
lessee?   Cyprus  would  like  to  see  discussion  of  this  issue. 

31  E  Page  25  (Ground  Water)  (8th  para)  (2nd  sentence).   What,  if 
■|Q  any,  special  considerations  are  being  analyzed  that  would 
allow  mining  in  an  alluvial  valley? 

3|C  Page  36  (Multiple  Use  Analysis)  (Soils)  ( last  para).   Please 
"ID  explain  how  the  reliability  factor  of  SCS  Class  'II  soil 

surveys  was  established  and  the  significance  of  that  decision 
in  relation  to  eventual  mining  activity.   Also,  please 
explain  why  the  reliability  of  soil  surveys  varies  between 
counties  and  sometimes  even  within  counties  themselves. 

3I  -y  Page  44  (Multiple  Use  Analysis)  (Soils)  (para  6)  .   What  is  the 
"  |  |  significance  of  an  Order  III  soil  survey  in  relation  to 

assessing  reclamation  as  required  by  DSL  and  SMCRA.   Also  is 
the  Big  Horn  Soil  Survey  an  Order  III  or  Order  II  survey? 


Mr,  Ray  Brubaker 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

February  22,  1982 

Page  Four 


3  1  Q  Page  57  (Mining  Effects) (1st  para).   What  is  the  significance 
"  I  0  of  mining  through  55  study  wells?   What  is  the  "special 


environmental  concern"  associated  with  the  potential  alluvial 
valley  floors  around  Squirrel  Creek  and  the  Tongue  River. 

Page  58  (1st  full  para) (1st  sentence)  states,  "Mining  would 
temporarily  eliminate  grazing  opportunities."   It  should  be 
clarified  here  that  removal  of  wildlife  and  livestock  forage 
would  be  in  a  sequential  manner  and  that  reclamation  activities 
are  legislated. 

The  first  sentence  refers 
er  wintering  range.   Please 
explain  the  meaning  of  the  term  "crucial"  in  this  context. 


3-19 


3  Ofl  ra9e  ^7  (Criterion  15)  (para  4). 
"tU  to  the  area  as  "crucial"  mule  deer  wintering  range.   Please 


3-21 


Page  69  (Criterion  19  AVF)(lst  para) (last  sentence)  states, 

"More  detailed  analysis  to  determine  final  AVF ' s  and  contributing 

lands  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and  prior  to 

approval  of  any  permit  by  OSM  and  DSL."   First,  please 

explain  and  define  what  is  meant  by  "contributing  lands." 

Second,  the  subject  analysis  is  a  great  undertaking  which 

would  require  detailed  baseline  data  rather  than  just  a 

quick  aerial  survey  and  topographic  map  analysis.   Therefore, 

such  a  determination  would  seem  beyond  the  scope  of  both 

land  use  planning  and  activity  planning ;  and  should  be  left 

up  to  regulatory  agency  discretion  during  the  mine  plan 

stage. 

3t\t\   Page  69  (Multiple  Use  Analysis  (MUA) )  (Soils)  (para  3)  - 
"tt  Throughout  this  amendment,  reclaimability  potential  of  each 

area  is  determined  by  assessing  the  entire  area.   A  qualifying 
statement  should  be  added  to  each  section  acknowleding  the 
fact  that  lmu's  with  good  reclaimability  potential  may  be 
located  within  study  areas  considered. 

Page  69  (MUA) (Soils) (para  4).   The  last  sentence  states, 
"current  information  demonstrates  that  this  area  does  not 
have  potential  for  successful  reclamation . "   A  conclusion 
with  such  overt  implications  should  not  be  based  soley  on 
the  Big  Horn  County  Soil  Survey.   Such  a  judgment  can  only 
be  made  through  site  specific  detailed  analysis  during  the 
mine  plan  phase.   Please  cite  other  references,  if  any,  used 
in  this  determination.   It  might  also  be  helpful  to  review 
OSM  and  DSL  decisions  on  the  Tongue  River  Petition. 

3n  j  The  subject  statement  is  clearly  inconsistent  with  EMRIA 
~CA    report  No.  12  (1977);  specifically  the  Soils  and  Overburden 

subsections  of  the  Mining  Effects  and  Reclamation  Alternatives 
section  (pp.  178-182) . 


3-23 


35 


3-10 

Reference  number  1  was  omitted  in  the  text. 
Please  see  page  R-l,  Economics  number  1,  for 
literature  citation. 

3-11 

Correction  noted,  please  see  Table  1  for  changes- 

312 

Correction  noted,  please  see  errata  section  for 
change. 

3-13 

Cyprus  Coal  Company  is  correct  in  that  BACT  is 
determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  The  Air 
Quality  Bureau  determines  BACT  without  spe- 
cific input  from  the  EPA.  Regulations  enacted  in 
March  1979  require  all  new  sources  including 
mining  to  utilize  BACT.  Please  see  the  text 
changes  for  clarification  of  the  last  sentence  and 
deletion  of  reference  to  chemical  stabilization. 

3-14 

If  the  surface  owner  leased  his  land  prior  to 
August  1, 1977  and  the  lease  is  still  in  effect,  he 
does  not  have  the  right  of  refusal  to  consent. 
Under  an  amended  final  rulemaking  of  March  3, 
1 982,  those  consents  given  prior  to  August  4, 
1977,  do  not  have  to  meet  the  constraints  of 
transferability  under  43  CFR  3427.2  (e)(1).  Con- 
sents given  after  this  date  have  to  meet  the  con- 
straints of  43  CFR  3427.2  to  be  valid.  One 
requirement  (43  CFR  3427.2(e)(1))  is  that  the 
consent  given  by  the  landowner  be  transferable  if 
the  lessee  is  not  the  successful  bidder. 

3-15 

Please  see  30  CFR  822.12(a)  for  complete 
details.  Mining  could  be  allowed  if  the  premining 
use  is  undeveloped  rangeland  or  the  AVF  is  small 
and  provides  negligible  support  or  production  to 
a  farm  or  ranch  operation. 

3-16 

The  relative  ratings  show  the  present  system  of 
soil  classification,  soil  mapping  and  report  writing 
techniques  versus  the  techniques  used  in  older 
reports.  The  rating  may  be  confusing  to  those  not 
currently  involved  in  progressive  soil  surveys  and 
is  deleted  due  to  the  number  of  irrelevant  ques- 
tions it  raised.  Please  see  text  changes.  The  signif- 
icance of  the  finding  is  that  areas  having  better 
reclamation  potential  should  attract  more  atten- 
tion for  mining  activity,  if  other  factors  are  equal. 
Soil  surveys  vary  because  they  are  done  by  differ- 
ent people,  using  techniques  applicable  to  a  par- 
ticular survey  and  for  various  interpretive  uses. 

3-17 

The  intent  of  this  amendment  was  to  rate  each 
coal  area  as  a  whole,  not  by  intensive  subparts.  It 
is  believed  the  question  raised  should  be 
addressed  to  Order  II  soil  surveys.  DSL  and 
SMCRA  present  information  dealing  with  site 
specific  mine  and  reclamation  plans.  DSL  in 
Montana  requires  mine  plan  soil  inventories  at 
Order  I,  Wyoming  at  Order  II,  while  SMCRA 
addresses  prime  farmlands  apparently  at  Order  II. 
The  Bighorn  soil  survey  is  Order  II. 


Mr.  Ray  bruLaker 
Bureau  of  Land  M«.. 
rebruary  22,  1982 
Page  Five 


3-25 


3-26 
3-27 

3-28 

3-29 
3-30 


further,  other  statements  within  this  section  of  the  amendment 
suggest  that  reclamation  is  possible.   For  example: 

a)  Pace  71  (Fining  E f feet s) ( last  para)  states,  "Quick 
reclamations  of  a  mine  site  would  be  necessary  to 
protect  surface  water  from  large  sediment  loads. 
Reclamation  appears  to  be  possible  using  seasonal 
precipitation  if  the  surface  is  conditioned  and 
topsoilcd. " 

b)  Page  71  (Range) (para  3).   This  paragraph  discusses 
the  probability  of  greater  vegetative  production 
and  thus  more  MUA's  as  a  result  of  extensive 
reclamation  work. 

page  69  (MBA)  [Sol  Is)  (para  6).  The  reliability  factor  for 
the  Big  Horn  county  Soil  Survey  varies  from  study  area  to 
study  area.   please  explain  this  inconsistency. 

page  69  (Hydrology) (surf ace  Water) (para  4).   This  paragraph 
should  be  removed  from  this  discussion.   It  is  inappropriate 
to  compare  the  two  creeks  in  this  context.   The  behavior  of 
each  creek  must  be  considered  separately.   Trough  information 
is  not  presently  available  to  make  accurate  assumptions  or 
comparisons.   Cyprus  strongly  objects  to  the  correlation  of 
Hanging  woman  Creek's  hydrologic  characteristics  with  those 
of  another  creek  in  a  distant  and  unrelated  setting. 

Page  70  (Hydrology ) (Sur face  Water )( last  para) .   Since  most 

nf  the  information  to  date  originates  soley  from  Trail  and 

Last  Trail  creeks?  discussion  of  Hanging  Woman  Creek  characteristics 

would  be  better  left  until  baseline  information  from  it  is 

available . 

Page  70  (Hydrology)  (Mining  F.f f ects)  ( 1st  para)  (1st  sentence). 

now  many  of  the  61  wells  mentioned  are  observation  wells? 

Will  the  removal  of  these  observation  wells  during  mining  be 

considered  significant? 

Page  70  (Hydrology)  (Mining  F.f  f  ects)  ( para  2)  (  2nd  sentence) 

states,  "Although  the  Anderson  is  the  main  coal  bed,  the 

following  impacts  assume  one  or  two  lower  beds  also  being 

mined."   This  assumption  cannot  be  made  until  economics  have 

been  defined  and  the  Coal  Conservation  Act  has  been  applied. 

Therefore,  impacts  inferred  on  the  basis  of  this  assumption 

lose  a  certain  degree  of  credibility  and  are  inappropriate 

A  shallower  mine  disturbing  fewer  stratagraphic  zones  would 

obviously  decrease  the  overall  impact. 


Mr.  Ray  Drubakei 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

February  22,  1982 

Page  Six 


q  Ol  Page  70  (Mining  Effects) (para  4).   Since  final  AVF  determination 
0-0  I  is  left  to  CSM  and  DSL  this  paragraph  is  premature   The 

possibility  exists  that  the  preliminarily  identified  AVF  s 
are  insignificant,-  in  which  case,  the  concerns  expressed  in 


3-32 


3-33 


this  context  would  be  unfounded. 

Page  70  (Mining  E f f ects) (para  5) (last  sentence).   This 
sentence  assumes  that  the  agricultural  production  lost 
downstream  would  be  significant.   It  also  assumes  that 
mining  would  de-water  alluvium  downstream.   This  statement 
goes  beyond  merely  suggesting  potential  circumstances  resulting 
from  mining  activity  and  actually  describes  a  det "mental 
impact   Cyprus  contends  that  this  environmental  impact  can 
only  be  addressed  properly  during  the  mine  plan  phase. 

Page  82  (MUA) (Soils) (para  3  and  4).   These  paragraphs  contain 
the  same  objectionable  conclusions  referenced  previously  in 
the  soils  section  of  the  Hanging  Woman  Creek  study  area. 
Lither  the  conclusions  should  be  revised  or  qualifying 
statements  should  be  inserted  since  FMRIA  report  No.  8 
(1977)  refutes  the  subject  conclusions. 
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s  not  adequate  to  base 


based  on  inadequate  information  cannot  represent  the  best 
interests  of  this  amendment. 

Although  Cyprus  believes  the  foregoing  comments  are  clear 
we  would  like  to  request  a  meeting  with  you  to  amplify  on 
We  believe  such  a  meeting  could  be  very  productive 


them . 


such 


and  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  let  us  know  when 
meeting  might  be  scheduled  by  calling  the  undersigned  at  the 
above  telephone  number.   Naturally  at  such  a  meeting  we 
could  also  discuss  more  fully  the  questions  we  have  raised 
in  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 


aymWfiS  K.v  Matee 
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3-18 

No  special  significance  is  attached  to  the  55  study 
wells  other  than  they  would  be  lost  during  mining. 
The  special  environmental  concern  associated 
with  any  potential  AVF  is  the  sensitivity  of  the 
environment  to  a  critical  level  of  water  availability, 
water  quality  and  avenue  of  supply  to  sustain 
plant  production  that  might  be  significant  to  a 
farming  operation.  Portions  of  Squirrel  Creek 
have  already  been  determined  by  DSL  to  lie 
within  an  alluvial  valley  floor  that  has  been  found 
to  be  significant  to  a  farming  operation. 

319 

Although  realizes  mining  operations  are  a 
sequential  event,  for  this  Amendment,  we  were 
assuming  a  worst  case  situation,  i.e.  a  complete 
loss  of  the  area  during  mining.  For  this  reason,  no 
change  is  made. 

3-20 

Crucial  in  this  context  means  that  portion  of  the 
winter  range  to  which  the  deer  herd  is  constrained 
during  the  periods  of  most  severe  winter  weather. 

3-21 

As  defined  by  43  CFR  3461.1(s)(l)  contributing 
lands  are  those  outside  an  AVF  which,  if  mined, 
would  materially  damage  the  quantity  or  quality 
of  water  in  surface  or  underground  water  systems 
that  would  supply  an  AVF. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  amendment  was  to 
apply  the  unsuitability  criteria.  The  identification 
of  alluvial  valley  floors  is  one  criterion  (number 
19).  This  identification,  although  preliminary, 
considered  six  indicators  of  an  AVF: 

1.  Soils 

2.  Presence  of  irrigation 

3.  Potential  for  irrigation 

4.  Presence  of  subirrigation 

5.  Streamflow 

6.  Geomorphic  characteristics 

This  initial  work  did  not  exclude  any  areas,  but 
was  done  to  flag  potential  problems  and  perhaps 
eliminate  the  need  for  future  exchanges.  43  CFR 
3461. 3-1  (b)(l&2)  allows  the  exclusion  of  AVFs 
up  to  mine  permit  approval.  The  Bureau  agrees 
that  final  determination  should  be  done  by  OSM 
and  DSL  prior  to  mine  plan  approval.  The  refer- 
ence to  activity  planning  has  been  deleted. 

3-22 

Comment  noted.  Please  see  text  change. 

3-23 

This  statement  was  based  on  the  information 
available  at  the  time  the  amendment  was  pub- 
lished (December,  1981,)  using  the  SCS  soil  sur- 
vey information.  The  Tongue  River  Petition  find- 
ings were  not  available  when  the  amendment  was 
published.  This  section  has  been  rewritten. 

3-24 

The  intent  of  the  amendment  was  to  rate  the  coal 
areas  as  a  whole  against  common  environmental 
factors,  not  specific  portions  with  site  specific 
studies.  One  cannot  compare  soil  surveys  and 
EMRIA  reports  due  to: 


1 .  level  of  investigation; 

2.  different  methods  of  soil  classification; 

3.  surface  soil  (soil  surveys)  vs  surface  mate- 
rial and  geology  (EMR1A); 

4.  EMRIA  studies  and  reports  do  not  cover 
all  coal  areas.  They  only  cover  parts  of  the 
Hanging  Woman  and  Moorhead  coal  areas. 

3-25 

Statement  (a)  refers  only  to  the  fact  that  sufficient 
precipitation  is  available  to  promote  plant  growth 
if  soils  are  adequate  and;  (b)  is  a  statement  of 
what  could  occur  with  reclamation,  not  what 
necessarily  would  occur. 

3-26 

Please  see  response  to  comment  3-16. 

3-27 

CJSGS  data  suggests  Hanging  Woman  Creek  is 
similiar  in  behavior  to  other  perennial  streams 
such  as  Squirrel  Creek.  Recorded  perennial  flows 
and  increased  TDS  levels  associated  with  low 
flows  suggests  the  presence  of  alluvium  and  its 
responsibility  for  most  stream  discharge  during 
base  flow  conditions. 

3-28 

Please  see  text  change  for  clarification. 

3-29 

Please  see  text  change  for  clarification. 

3-30 

For  the  multiple  use  analysis,  the  Bureau 
assumed  a  worst  case  situation  for  comparison 
purposes.  It  was  stated  that  impacts  will  vary  with 
mining  depth,  i.e.  shallower  mining  depths  would 
cause  less  impact. 

3-31 

The  observation  that  the  preliminarily  identified 
AVFs  may  be  insignificant  is  correct.  This  is  the 
very  reason  for  choosing  the  word  "concern" 
rather  than  "impairment"  or  "handicap".  It  is  the 
reason  for  stating  that  disturbing  the  valley  floors 
may  be  permitted  or  may  not  be  permitted 
because,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  it  is  still  to  be 
determined.  No  commitment  regarding  AVFs 
has  been  made  here  and  regardless  of  the  signifi- 
cance of  a  potential  AVF,  Hanging  Woman  Creek 
will  receive  special  attention  concerning  preser- 
vation of  its  discharge  and  current  quality. 

3-32 

This  paragraph  also  addresses  the  multiple  use 
impacts  which  could  occur  with  mining.  Please 
see  text  change  for  clarification. 

3-33  &  3-34 

Please  see  responses  to  comments  3-16,  3-23 
and  3-24. 
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CITY  /  COUNTY  PLANNING  OFFICL 
MILES  CITY  /  CUSTER  COUNTY 

516  MAIN 

MILES  CITY  /  MONTANA  59301 

(406)  232-6339 


Comment  Letter  4 


Barbara  Kennedy  •  Planning  Director 
ft  W.  "Rick"  Jonea  •  Aaaiatant  Planner 


February  5 ,  1982 


Margaret  "Muga"  Bartlett  •  A^fcii(^r«irj«' '  •<  ' ;.'_.....-'_ 
I  il' K*& !-£-- 


1 j Lm~J 

•«4mJ 1 1 


RayBrubaker  }.■;.,  ■...-—.! 

District  Manager  '  :;,;"."— 

BLM  '".'.■■i'!.'.-"' 

P.O.  Box  940  | 

Miles  City,  Montana  59301                           ' 

Dear  Ray 

I  have  studied  the  November,  1981  MFP  Amendment  for 
the  Powder  River  Resource  Area.   First  and  foremost  I 
want  to  commend  you  foe  its  clarity.   This  is  one  of 
the  finest  documents  of  its  kind  that  I've  studied. 
Good  leadership. 

41  Since  it  is  so  important  to  be  correct,  there  are  a 
"I  few  places  that  I  would  bring  to  your  attention  for 

verification.   Most  of  my  comment  will  be  based  on  not 
comprehending  your  "jargon".   I  have  made  notes  in 
my  copy.   I  choose  to  share  the  copy  with  you.   This  will 
provide  a  brevity  and  for  my  own  conven  ience .  

Please  confirm  a  briefing  meeting  forf  February  5. 


s 


S  incer ely 

Barbara  Kennedy 
Planning  Di  rector 


Comment  Letter  5 
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Mr.  Ray  Brubaker 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  940 

Miles  City,  MT     59301 

Dear  Ray: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  Amendment  and  have"' 
the  following  comments. 

CI    Hanging  Woman  Coal  Area 

He  agree  with  your  assessment  of  the  importance  of  the  lower  reaches  of 
Hanging  Woman  Creek  and  potential   impacts  on  flows. 

We  feel  that  there  Is  more  water  quality  information  available  then 
your  report  indicates  since  the  USGS  has  been  sampling  from  1975  to  present. 

While  the  water  quality  of  Hanging  Woman  is  better  then  that  of  Trail 
Creek  because  of  higher  flows,  this  may  not  remain  true  under  impacts  of 
mining.     The  Tongue  River  Petition  Document  written  by  DSL  and  0SM  predict 
TDS's  exceeding  2000  mg/1   in  all  seasons  with  mining. 

Literature  reviews  show  TDS's   in  excess  of  1500  mg/1   as   too  high  for 
safe  irrigation  and  aquatic  communities  in  the  area.     We  feel   1t  is 
imperative  to  review  the  existing  water  quality  information  available  from 
USGS.     That  information  can  be  found  1n  the  USGS  Water  Data  Reports  for 
each  water  year. 


5-2 


Hoorhead  Coal  Area 

Water  quality  in  Otter  Creek  based  on  the  USGS  reports   show  TDS's 
ranging  from  1800-2750  ppm.     Which  is  not  acceptable  at  the  present  time 
for  irrigation  and  certainly  mining  impacts  will  worsen  the  existing 
condition. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Keith  G.  Seaburg  / 

Regional  Supervisor 
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4-1 

Several  text  additions  and  corrections  were  made 
as  a  result  of  notes  in  the  margin  made  by  the 
City/County  Planning  Office  and  the  February  5, 
1982  briefing. 


5-1 

CJSGS  data  has  been  included  in  the  discussion 
on  Hanging  Woman  Creek  due  to  the  text  change 
on  page  70,  first  column,  first  full  paragraph.  The 
average  of  all  recorded  concentrations  from 
1 975  through  1 980  presently  exceeds  the  safe 
concentration  for  irrigation  and  aquatic  com- 
munities in  the  area.  Almost  80%  of  the  recorded 
concentrations  for  Hanging  Woman  Creek 
exceed  this  safe  concentration.  Mining  in  the 
Hanging  Woman  area  would  not  be  expected  to 
decrease  the  water  quality  of  this  creek  such  that 
current  water  uses  would  be  threatened.  The 
Tongue  River  Petition  Document  predicting  TDS 
levels  exceeding  2000  mg/1  for  Hanging  Woman 
Creek  in  all  seasons  is  the  result  of  intensive 
mining  over  a  much  larger  area  than  entailed  in 
the  coal  area  this  document  considers  and  also 
includes  input  from  increased  agricultural  pro- 
duction. 

5-2 

TDS  concentrations  stated  in  this  comment 
( 1 800-2750  ppm)  pertain  only  to  USGS  report  for 
1 980.  All  available  USGS  reports  record  concen- 
trations for  years  1975-1980  ranging  from  228- 
2750  mg/1.  As  was  the  case  for  Hanging  Woman 
Creek,  almost  80%  of  the  concentrations 
recorded  for  Otter  Creek  at  Ashland  exceed  the 
safe  concentration  of  1 500  mg/1  for  irrigation  and 
aquatic  communities  given  for  the  Hanging 
Woman  Coal  Area.  Your  comment  is  noted  in 
that  mining  impacts  could  worsen  the  existing 
situation  if  proper  safeguards  are  not  imposed. 
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On  behalf  of-  the  Powder  River  Protective  Association 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Powder 
HrP  Amendments  ("MFP").  PRPA,  an  affiliate  of  the  Northern 
Resource  Council  (PRPA),  is  a  group  of  ranchers  in  Powder  R 
County  concerned  about  the  effects  of  energy  development  on 
agriculture . 

I  would  like  to  coirjnund  the  BLM  for  the  offurtB  thd t  ! 
boon  made  in  the-  MIT  tu  addl'OKS  many  of  the  concerns  KPUC  .1: 
members  have  expressed  over  the  years  cor.je  fning  tha  planni: 
process.  There  arc  still  serious  problem^  with  the  scope  y 
planning,  which  I  will  discuss  further  below;  but  BLM  ha_s  r> 
its  responsibilities  for  evaluating  agriculture  as  a  re  sour 
in  the  multiple  use  analysis  in  the  MFP.  This  is  a  giant  s 
forward . 

Unfortunately,  the  analysis  which  resulted  from  this 
forward  is  dJTicient.   Wg  trust  that  the  methodology  will  be 
improved  in  the  final  document  and  in  subsequent  planning 

The  comments  below  are  critical,  but  we  appreciate  th 
realistic  and  useful  scope  of  the  multiple-use  analysis  in 
MFP.   It  is  extremely  unfortunate  that  the  multiple  use  screen 
is  eliminated  as  a  mandatory  step  in  the  draft  revisions  of 
planning  regulations  recently  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
and  that  BLM  may  soon  return  to  the  old  practice  of  totally 
ignoring  agriculture  in  its  coal  planning  process. 

Specific  comments  follow. 
INTRODUCTION 

6  4  Purpose  and  Need 
■|  '     PRPA  was  upset  to  learn  that  the  Moorhead  cojJ,  area  was 
included  in  the  MFP,  after  the  scoping  sessions  had  been  hold. 
Wc  do  not  believe  that  this  is  in  accordance  with  proper  planning 
procedures,  for  the  followi ng  reasons . 

6  a        The  MFP  does  not  establish  the  need  tu  include  the  llantiina 
■fc  Woman  or  Moorhead  coal  areas.   The ' guidance '  for  doing _ so,  the 
Director's  memo  of  October  9,  1930,  ordered  reexamination  of 
areas  in  the  previous  amendment.   It  did  not  order  an  amendment. 
In  any  case,  the  memo  obviously  cannot  supersede  FLPMA,  regulations , 
which  allow  an  amendment  only  when  -an'  'action  must  be'.'-lconsidcred 
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before  3n  RMP  is  prepared.   BLM  has  nevt.-r  .'.■.plained  why  these  an 
(Hanging  Woman  and  Moorhead)  must  be  cons  uUvrod  before  the  SVwdei 
River  Resource  Management  Plan  is  cor-pleted  in  1 9S4--despi  1  e 
our  frequent  correspondence  on  tnis  subject—other  than  to  citu 
the  Director's  memo.   A  simple  fiat  of  tho  Director,  in  itself, 
is  clearly  not  justification  for  this  action.   If  it  were,  1'LPMA 
regulations  could  be  superceded  anywhere; by  order  of  the  Director 
There  must  bo  a  reason  for  the  Director  *  s  or  the  District  Man any  l 
decision . 


u 


In  previous  correspondence ,  PRPA  re-aies  ted  "whatever 
nterpretation  of  FLPMA  regulations  that  is  being  rt:lied  on 
in  regard  to  including  Hanging  Woman  in  the  amendment)  and 
description  of  how  this  interpretation  conflicts  with  and 
upercedes  the  clear  language  of  FLPMA"  as  NPRC  had  interpreted 
t  in  our  protest  of  the  original  MFP  amendments .   BLM  has 
ever  responded  to  the  substance  of  this  difference  in  interpretations 
nd  v/c  believed  this  should  be  done  boforo  precedinn  with  the 
mendment.   BLM's  response  did  not  provide  the  interpretation 
hich  we  had  requested,  ami  this  should  be  included  in  the 
inal  MFP. 


iCnce , 
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In  response  to  another  request  in  previous  corrcspom 
BLM  cited  section  1601.8(b)  of  FLPMA  regulations  as  provid 
author!  ty  to  amend  or  propose  an  amendrc-..  L  to  an  MFP .  BLM 
that  "Instruction  Memorandum  80-401  elaborates  the  procudu 
amending  an  MFP. " 

IM  80-401  reads  in  part  "Rcuulatory  provisions  an<.\ 
for  making  a  plan  amendment  apply  equally  to  both  a  manage 
framework  plan  and  a  resource  management  plan.   This  also 
transition  period  MFP's...Thc  provisions  '■:"  1601.6-3,  enti 
Changing  the  Resource  Management  Plan,  and  paragraph  (b)  A 
thus  prescribe  the  regulatory  standards  for  conducting  all 
amendments"  (emphasis  in  original).   IM  80-401  further  d 
the  "Purpose  of  Amendment"  as  follows:  "An  MFP  amendment 
to  consider  proposals  which  are  not  in  conformance  with  th 
warrant  further  consideration  be  fore  a  resource  management 
is  prepared- " 

PRPA  asked  for  justification  for  including  Hanging  Woman 
in  the  proposed  amendment.   Obviously,  following  IM  30-401  and 
1601.8(b)(3),  such  a  justification  must  include  the  reasons  the 
proposed  action  must  be  considered  before  an  RMP  is  to  bo  prepai- 
BLM' s  response  does  not  contain  such  just 1  fie at ion,  nor  does 
the  MFP. 

PRPA  al  so  asked  for  document.!  t  ion  o:  com.pl  iance  wi  th 
1601.8(b)(3)  of  FLP.'IA  in  renard  to  this  arendment .   In  response, 
BLM  described  the  requirements  of  1601.3(b)  [3).   However,  tne  r<_ 
did  not  include  documentation  of  corcpliane/O  with  the  st?atien. 
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Since    the    exchanee 


39 


6-1 

As  stated  in  the  BLM  Notice  of  Intent  (FR 14190, 
February  26, 1 981 )  the  purpose  for  scoping  was 
to  obtain  comment  and  information  on  the  coal 
areas  and  issues  to  be  covered  in  the  amend- 
ment. Additional  information  in  the  form  of  a 
cultural  resource  inventory,  a  wildlife  inventory 
and  an  expression  of  interest  by  Utah  interna- 
tional were  identified  to  include  the  Moorhead 
area. 

6-2 

"Screening"  lands  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  development  is  a  normal,  cyclic  planning 
function,  driven  by  the  selected  Federal  Coal 
Management  Program,  and  is  embodied  in  Fed- 
eral Regulation  at  43  CFR  3420.2  and  1601.6-6. 
The  Director's  memo  to  the  Montana  State  Direc- 
tor and  letter  to  Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 
of  October  9,  1 980  indicated  the  Bureau  would 
prepare  another  amendment  for  the  Powder 
River  Resource  Area.  This  amendment  was  to 
identify  areas  acceptable  for  further  considera- 
tion for  a  possible  1984  lease  sale.  The  Resource 
Management  Plan  scheduled  for  completion  in 
1 984  will  consider  areas  for  a  possible  1 986  lease 
sale.  The  actual  decision  to  lease  will  be  made  by 
the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  the  Powder  River  Regional 
Coal  Team.  The  Hanging  Woman  and  Moorhead 
areas  were  recommended  as  acceptable  in  the 
original  Decker-Birney  MFP.  These  areas  were 
included  in  the  amendment  because  sufficient 
new  information  was  identified  by  the  scoping 
process  to  apply  the  two  screens  of  surface  owner 
consultation  and  unsuitability  criteria  as  reguired 
by  SMCRA  (please  see  response  to  comment 
6-3).  Authority  of  the  Bureau  to  include  these 
areas  is  stated  in  43  CFR  1601.6-3(b)  and 
1 601 .8(b).  The  Director  indicated  this  in  his  letter 
to  NPRC  of  October  9, 1980.  Inclusion  of  these 
areas  is  also  in  conformance  with  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  Final  Environmental  Statement, 
Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  sections 
3.1.1  and  3.2.2. 

6-3 

With  the  adoption  July  1 9, 1 979,  of  the  final  rule 
making  for  the  management  of  Federally  owned 
coal  (43  CFR  3400),  the  proposal  for  a  lease  sale 
in  1 984  was  not  in  conformance  with  the  existing 
MFPs  (1601.8(b)(3)(ii)).  Surface  owner  consulta- 
tion and  unsuitability  criteria  had  to  be  applied  to 
determine  areas  acceptable  for  further  considera- 
tion. The  Conformance  Statement  on  page  2  of 
the  Amendment  indicates  this  finding  and  the 
reasons  for  doing  the  Amendment 

64  &  6-5 

Please  see  response  to  comment  6-3. 

6-6 

Please  see  response  to  comment  6-1,  6-2,  6-3. 

6-7 

Please  see  response  to  comment  6-1 .  In  addition, 
until  industry  interests  are  submitted  during  the 
activity  planning  stage,  the  Bureau  has  no  definite 
knowledge  of  the  probable  end  use  of  the  coal. 
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questions  above,  which  apply  to  bM.h  liar.: 
wc  must  note  that  the  Ui  rector '  u    KiCMO  due 

of  the  Moorhead  area  for  possible  incluwi 
does  mention  the  liamjim;  Woman  area.   K" 
memo  could  supercede  FI/PMA  regulations, 
guidance  directing  review  of  the  Moorhe 
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Ulc    validity    in 
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Absence  oi  tl' 


.,,  .'.uorhead  aroa  in  thv  proposed  amendment 
at  the  time  of  scoping  deprived  PPPA  and  the  public  in  ncner.il 
of  the  opportunity  to  comment  an  seupinn  issues  unique  to  Hut 
area.   Specifically,  PRPA  would  have  ei-ph.is  i  zed  the  need  to  joiirfKi 
the  end-use  of  the  coal  in  that  tract,  winch  would  bo  synfuols  or 
other  on-site  conversion.   Obviously,  th.'  raiv:o  of  impacts  ,inA 
multiple-use  conflicts  from  such  a  facility  far  exceeds  those  of 
a    steam-coal  export  mine. 

DLM  should  respond  to  the  unanswered  questions  surroundin] 
the  authority  to  include  the  Hanging  v.or.an  ^r\d   Moorhead  deposits 
in  the  MFP  outlined  above,  before  the  MFP  is  adopted  as  a  decision 
document . 

The  MFP  maintains  that  the  decision  to  include  these  areas 
was  based  in  part  on  the  relative  absence  of  multiple-use  conflict 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  such  a  deterr.in.it  ion  could  have  1 
made  prior  to  evaluation  in  the  plannin 
since  the  entf-asu  of  the  coal  will  bo  o 
of  steam-coal  export,  the  statement  is 


recess.   Furthermore, 
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ly  vroivi  on  its  face. 
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The    description    o 
the    I n tor io r    UOpa r  t  rent 
program    in    the    Procronm 
than    that   contained    in   rt.PMA,    i  :'i    cu-jai 
screen.       HJ.M    is    referred    to    the    defini 
in    thO    Federal    handli    policy    and    Mn;w'!t' 
ihat    BhM    followed    its    ].;o<:rarn   deserijn.    . 

in    setting    the    scope    of    its    multiple-use    analysis.       This    unfortunately 
resulted    in    the    ludicrous    dollar    eonp.tr  i  J-ins    between    coal    and 
agricultural    prOtHiction    in    the    MIT. 
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6|  |       The  MFP  states  that  'since 
-|  |  not  delineated  at  this  staae,  m 
feasible  to  do  a  site-specif ic  a 
-  impacts  of  mining. 

Experience  with  coal  leasi 
to  be  erroneous.  The  now  tracts 
lease  sale — Northwest  and  Suuthv/os 
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Cook  Mountain,  and  Coal  Creek--wcre  only  201  smaller  in  acreaqe 
than  the  respective  areas  acceptable  for  further  consideration 
carried  forward  from  the  Powder  River  MFP  "Update".   Tt  is  hard 
to  believe  that  a  site-specific  analysis  is  not  "feasible"  on 
10,000  acres,  but  becomes  feasible  on  S ,  1Q0  acres. 

, Agriculture 

6*  n       The  LU..M  has  made  impruvomen ts  in  regard  to  its  plannin-; 
■|fc  ior  agriculture,  as  noted  above,   however,  the  planning  criteri 
should  have  included  impacts  of  air  quality  on  agricultural 
productivity,  and  the  eifoct  ui'  off-site  impacts  on  a-jricul  tura 
production  in  the  area. 

The  description  of  the  criteria  contains  the  caveat  that 

6.10  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  agriculture  ix  very  ueneral  and 
*  I  tf  not  site-specific.   It  must  be  noted  here  that  the  dollar 

figure  comparisons  which  resulted  f rorr  the  analysis  are  very 
site-specific,  and  are  therefore  very  r.isieadin  ; , 
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Hoc! a mat ion 

Tnc  first  issue  noted  in  the  IIFP — that  reclanation  is 
required  by  law--is  a  statement  of  fact,  not  ^n    issue.   This 
issue  to  raise  here  is  whether  or  not,  :"-r  a  ;jiven  KRCRA,  it 
technologically  and  economically  feasible  to  meet  tile  requir 
of  the  law. 
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General  Issues 

Concerning  the  types  of  issues  addressed,  PRPA  and  NPP.C 
have  made  a  different  criticism  from  the  one  mentioned  here. 
We  have  noted  that  the  decision  to  consider  land  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  is  the  key  decision  for  a  raven  parcel  of 
land  in  the  entire  leasing  process,  and  that  activity  planning 
merely  decides  (1)  which  acceptable  areas  will  be  leased  first, 
and  (2)  when  they  must  be  leased.   The  land  use  planning  proccs 
really  is  the  point  where  SLM  decides  whether  or  not  to  lease 
a  particular  area;  it  is  not  a  matter  of  de  facto  decis ionnakin 

Our  criticism,  then,  has  been  that  the  level  of  data  tjath 
anianalysis  has  not  been  commensurate  with  the  importance  of  th 
decision — not  whether  or  not  the  decision  is  in  fact  made  here. 
In  the  face  of  the  importance  of  this  decision,  the  limitation 
on  the  scope  of  the  MFP  is  inappropriate. 


1'RuPUSF.D  ACTION 
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6«  ^      AtUtydcs;  The  surveys  cited  taust  n 
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The  Bureau  has  so  responded.  Please  see 
responses  6-1,  6-2,  6-3  and  6-7. 

6-9 

The  Moorhead  and  Hanging  Woman  areas  were 
submitted  to  the  multiple  use  conflict  analysis  in 
the  1975  MFP.  The  coal  addressed  in  the 
amendment  was  found  to  be  acceptable  for  leas- 
ing by  the  original  MFP  based  on  the  relative 
absence  of  multiple  use  conflicts. 

6-10 

The  Amendment  was  prepared  to  comply  with 
SMCRA  and  the  43  CFR  3400  regulations 
governing  management  of  federally  owned  coal. 
Multiple  use,  as  defined  by  FLPMA,  was  used  to 
reanalyze  those  areas  found  suitable  by  the  origi- 
nal planning  and  those  areas  addressed  because 
of  legislated  mandate. 

6-11 

The  Bureau  has  no  way  of  knowing  what  size  or 
how  many  tracts  will  be  delineated  in  activity 
planning.  This  is  dependent  upon  industry 
expressions  of  interest  and  determinations  made 
by  the  (JSGS.  The  Amendment  shows  probable 
impacts  based  on  an  entire  area  being  mined. 
This  will  probably  not  be  the  case  since  Hanging 
Woman  and  Moorhead  are  both  larger  than 
30,000  acres. 

6-12 

At  this  point,  the  Bureau  does  not  know  what  the 
end  use  of  the  coal  would  be.  Until  this  is  deter- 
mined, offsite  impacts  cannot  be  assessed." 

6-13 

Analysis  of  impacts  to  agriculture  was  general. 
SCS  and  ASCS  guidelines  were  used  to  deter- 
mine average  crop  production.  Actual  year-to- 
year  production  figures  were  not  used.  The  dollar 
analysis  was  done  on  these  average  figures  to 
indicate  comparative  values.  Actual  dollar  figures 
may  vary  based  on  actual  production. 

6-14 

The  Bureau  analyzed  the  reclamation  potential 
based  on  published  soils  surveys.  Since  entire 
areas  were  considered,  the  reclaimability  was 
averaged.  Reclaimability  varies  considerably 
within  these  areas.  When  tracts  are  delineated, 
the  technical  and  economic  feasibility  of  reclama- 
tion will  be  fully  addressed  and  may  be  quite 
different  than  is  shown  for  the  whole  area. 

6-15  &  6-16 

This  is  the  opinion  of  PRPA  and  NPRC.  The 
Bureau  reiterates  that  the  scope  of  the  Amend- 
ment is  to  decide  whether  or  not  portions,  or  all  of 
the  areas  are  to  be  further  considered  for  possible 
leasing.  The  actual  decision  of  where  and  what  to 
lease  does  not  come  until  after  tract  delineations, 
site  specific  analysis  and  Regional  Coal  Team 
consideration. 

6-17 

Please  See  response  to  comment  letter  7, 
response  7-4. 
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Areas  of  Eastern  Montana  and  r;or_t  heastei  r,  U'yo:nin;i,  propAt'Od 
for"  the  institute  "for"  "Social"  Science  fa; search",  University  wi" 
Montana,  June  30,  1974. 

Magnitude:  The  statement  on  page  12  n£  the  MFP  cona-nuiM 
the  relative  magnitude  of  impacts  is  in  error,  since  the  Han-ting 
Woman  and  Moorhead  tracts  are  synfucls  tracts.   The  impact  of 
development  of  these  tracts  could  outweigh  the  impact  of  development 
of  coal  leased  in  1982  by  a  great  margin .. 


6-19 


Kconomi c s  ( Ag r  i cu  1 t u  re  ) 

The  value  of  agriculture  is  not  nerely  a  cash  value.  In 
BLM  planning  this  should  be  emphasized,  given  the  definition  o! 
multiple-use  in  FLPMA.   That  definition  reads,  in  part: 

The  term  "multiple  use"  moans  the  management  of 
the  public  lands  and  their  various  resource  values 
so  that  they  arc  utilized  m  the  combination 
that  will  best  meet  the  present  and  future  needs 
of  the  American  people. .. the  use  of  some  land  for 
less  than  all  of  the  resources;  a  c'j~'.bi  nation  of 
balanced  and  diverse  resource  uses  that  takes  into 
account  the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations 
for  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources ...  and 
harmonious  and  coordinated  management  without 
permanent  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the 
land  and  the  quality  of  the  the  environment 
with  consideration  given  to  the  relative  values  ol 
the  resources  and  not  necessarily  to  the  combination 
of  uses  that  will  give  the  greatest  economic  return 
or  the  greatest  unit  output. 

It  is  obvious  from  the  definition  in  FLPMA  that  the  MFP's 
concentration  on  direct  dollar  comparisons  between  agriculture 
and  coal  production  in  the  multiple-use  analysis  is  wholly 
inappropriate.   The  use  of  "present  value"  discounting  in 
the  calculation  in  particular  is  directly  contrary  to  the 
mandate  of  FLPMA.   It  is  impossible  through  such  an  analytic 
device  to  consider  the  needs  of  future  exonerations  as  mandated 
by  FLPMA,  since  the  "present  value"  of  anything  to  future 
generations  is  zero. 
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the  MFP  should 


it  and  future 
fenerations  f 


In  place  of  the  analysis  presents 
the  mandate  of  FU'MA  by: 

1 .Considering  the  value  of  the  land  to  pies 
2 .Considering  the  long-torr  needs  of  future 
as  well  as  fuel. 

3.  Determining  whether  or  nut  co.ll  product  ion  will 
impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land")  an\l 

4.  Considering  a  combination  of  .ises  '.  h.it  does  not 
result  in  the  urea  tost  ecnr.u;::i .:  return. 


net"  .it. 
f  ood 
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In  addition  to  the  fact  that  the  economic  comparison  based 
on  present  value  is  contrary  to  FLPMA,  the  economic  analysis  has 
other  serious  flaws. 

First,  it  vastly  underestimates  the  potential  losses  in 
production  because  i  t  does  not  cons  ider  any  of  f- site  impacts  and 
consequent  productivity  losses. 

Second,  it  does  not  consider  potential  losses  from  air  quality 
impacts  or  other  losses  attributable  to  end-use  of  the  coal. 

Third,  it  does  not  consider  the  possibility  that  production 
losses  on  a  tract  will  render  an  entire  ranch  unit  economically 
inoperable,  and  therefore  cause  much  greater  productivity  losses 
than  those  on  the  tract  itself- 

Fourth,  it  ,x)oes  not  discount  the  present  value  of  the  coal 
resource  in  a  manner  equivalent  to  the  discounting  of  agricultural 
value. 

Fifth,  it  does  not  define  or  describe,  the  methodology  for 
determining  the  'cash  rent'  used  as  the  basis  for  agricultural 
value. 

The  analysis  of  the  effect  of  coal  production  on  the  rapidly 
diminishing  amount  of  farmland  avai lable  in  the  United  States  is 
equally  flawed.   Specifically,  the  analysis  is  intended  to  show 
that  the  incremental  loss  of  farmland  due  to  coal  mining  would 
be  relatively  insignificant  compared  to  county-wide  production. 
This  does  not  at  all  address  the  problem  at  issue.   No  single 
action  which  results  in  a  loss  of  agricultural  land—whether  construc- 
tion of  a  freeway,  a  railroad,  a  resorvior,  a  shopping  center,  a 
trailer  court,  a  synfuels  plant,  or  a  stripmine--takes  more  than 
a  small  percentage  of  land  in  the  surrounding  county  out  of 
production.   The  incremental  effect  of  each  is  insignificant, 
when  analyzed  in  the  manner  employed  by  this  MFP.   The  problem 
at  issue  exists  despite  this.   Three  million  acres  of  agricultural 
land  (or  more}  are  taken  out  of  production  each  year,  duo  to 
hundreds  or  thousands  of  'incremental'  losses. 

The  MFP  states  (page  12)  that  "evidence  collected  on  current 
reclamation  efforts  suggests  post-minim:  production  is  similar 
to  pre-mining  productivity  at  least  in  the  short  term."   WtJ 
appreciate  the  subsequent  caution  expressed  by  the  MFP  in 
regard  to  long-term  affects.   Recognition  of  this  has  long 
been  advocated  by  NPRC  and  its  members.   However,  we  are  not 
aware  of  any  "evidence"  with  regard  to  short-term  productivity 
such  as  the  MFP  refers  to.   BLM  should  specify  this  "evidence" 
in  the  final  document. 

Use  of  the  Paul  Polzin  study  to  dismiss  concerns  regarding 
the  cost  of  impacts  on  rural  schools  li-a<.\   other  services  and 
facilities  [page  16)  is  ludicrous.   The  Polzin  study  ignores  the 
lag  time  between  the  impacts  and  the  time  revenue  is  available, 
which  should  bo  BLM's  main  concern  here.   Some  actual  figures 
should  be  cited  here  supporting  the  analysis. 
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6-18 

Until  submissions  of  industry  interest  are  made  in 
the  activity  planning  stage,  the  Bureau  has  no 
definite  knowledge  of  the  probable  end  use  of  the 
coal. 

6-19 

A  comparative  analysis  between  agricultural  pro- 
duction displaced  and  the  value  of  the  coal  that 
could  be  produced  was  presented  to  show  what 
would  be  lost  if  either  decision  is  made.  This  is 
part  of  multiple  use  analysis.  In  order  to  do  this 
comparison  analysis,  the  net  value  of  agriculture 
lost  into  perpetuity  had  to  be  added  up  and  dis- 
counted at  10%  in  order  to  bring  this  value  back  to 
the  present.  On  the  other  hand  coal  production  is 
gained  only  once.  This  placed  agricultural  pro- 
duction and  coal  on  the  same  time  basis  in  order 
to  make  a  proper  analysis. 

6-20 

The  entire  multiple  use  analysis,  of  which  eco- 
nomics are  a  portion,  did  address  many  of  the 
concerns  expressed  here. 
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At  this  time,  the  Bureau  does  not  have  definite 
knowledge  of  what  the  end  use  of  the  coal  would 
be.  Until  this  is  known,  off -site  impacts  cannot  be 
addressed. 

6-22 

Compensation  for  a  surface  lease  or  surface 
damages  could  make  up  for  the  loss  of  produc- 
tion on  a  tract  If  it  were  not  feasible  to  continue  an 
operation,  the  non-tract  portions  could  conceiv- 
ably be  absorbed  into  adjacent  operations  and 
production  maintained.  Until  a  lease  tract  is  delin- 
eated, these  possibilities  cannot  be  assessed. 

6-23 

Agricultural  net  value  losses  into  perpetuity  were 
added  up  and  discounted  at  1 0%  to  determine  its 
present  value.  Coal  is  gained  only  once  and  was 
evaluated  at  its  present  value.  Therefore,  coal 
does  not  need  to  be  discounted. 

6-24 

Please  see  footnotes  on  the  back  of  Table  1 ,  page 
14. 

6-25 

Much  of  the  agricultural  land  lost  to  urban  and 
suburban  development  is  a  permanent  loss.  Min- 
ing will  cause  a  temporary  loss  with  reclamation 
replacing  all  or  a  major  portion  of  the  productivity. 
Our  analysis  assumed  a  permanent  loss  and 
showed  it  as  a  percent  of  county  sales  so  it  would 
have  relative  meaning. 
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Basis  for  this  statement  was  taken  from  a  paper 
presented  by  Dr.  Brian  Sindelar  titled,  "Rate  of 
Plant  Succession  on  Mined  Land  in  Montana" 
presented  at  the  1981  Society  for  Range  Man- 
agement Annual  Meeting,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma, 
February  1981. 
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The  jna  lysis  presented  is  ser  ious 1 
include  the  impacts  of  on-site  conversio 
or  Moor head  tracts,  which  will  far  uUtWe 
thti  mines  thcmsclvra.   The  thcoretic.il  .1 


flawmi.   It  does  in .t 
for  the  Hanging  Woman 
■  ;h  the  impacts  of 
,1  lysis  run:;  cent  rary 
to  all  tiscal  experience  in  the  minim;  areas  of  the  Powder  River 
Basin.   Even  ignoring  syni'uels  workforces ,  the  population  ijrtiwth 
figures  are  gross  underestimates,:   the  tables  indicate  th.it  .1 
6(H  increase  in  coal  pi  eduction  in  Powder  River  County  f run 
1990  to  1995  will  result  in  only  a  201  increase  in  nine  employees', 
for  some  reason;  the  multiplier  f-ir  total  employment  fma  a  tiiven 
number  of  miners  is  absurdly  low;  the  net.  migration  f  mures  apparently 
arc  based  on  an  assumption  that  current  unemployed  skilled  workers 
exist  in  numbers  that  are  several  times  the  number  of  unemployed 
workers  in  the  county;  and  so  on.   The  f 1 juros  are  not  credible. 

6AA       Use  of  the  Polzm  study  in  regard  to  social  impacts  is 
"fall  ludicrous.   That  study  merely  showed  tha!  rosebud  County  lias 
at  least  half  of  the  social  drawbacks  u!  larger  population 
centers  in  Montana,  without  the  accompanying  cultural  amenities. 
It  says  nothing  about  the  difference  between  Rosebud  County  in 
1970  and  Rosebud  County  in  1980.   It  cannot  be  used  as  it  is 
here  in  the  MFP.   In  any  event,  the  study  is  biased  in  its 
assumptions  and  methodology  towards  understating  social  impacts. 


Air  ^Quality 
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The    analysis    hen 
air    quality    impacts    frt 


is   point  less 
t.    the    on-site 


MOOIl.il LAD   COAL   A 
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it    does    not    consider 
rs ion  of    coal . 


t  he    foi  lowi:: 
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The  ana  lysis  dues  not  cons  ice!  ,1 
■  synthet  u:  ruwlu  plant  or  prwei 

2.       The  analysis  duus  not  ct.."iHidvr  1 
tract  itse 1 i  - 

i.  It  is  di:!'ici:lt  to  bee  how  [he  :■' 
information  demonstrated  that  this  a 
for  successful  roeJ.ir.at  ion"  and  tlwr 
it  be  considered  for  coal  leusir.;. 
is  unsuitable  for  reclamation,  in  t  r 
suppor  t  a  find  int.-)  tha  t  the  a  re  a  snoi 
1:1  eat  improvement  s  in  reel  ai:,a  tun  t  r 


;ely  ir.pa,.".s 


i  es  .not  have  jJOterii  1.1I 

ij.lt  :\--ll)  1    Of  the  ire  1 
■-f  soils  gua  1  i  ty--cv:'  t  13 
!V.H  be  leased  pendm>: 
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Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 
We  will  be  happy  to  provide  BLM  with  any  further  information 
which  may  be  necessary  to  clarify  any  of  the  statements  here. 
We  hope  that  our  participation  in  the  planning  process  will 
be  helpful  in  your  decisionmaking. 


Sincerely, 


Walter  Archer 
President,  PRPA 
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The  Paul  Polzen  study  compares  figures  com- 
piled from  1970  to  1980.  These  figures  identify 
that  there  were  problems,  however,  they  were 
solvable.  Supporting  documentation  is  available 
in  the  source  document  as  referenced. 

6-28 

The  "Coaltown  Model"  was  used  to  develop  pro- 
jections of  requirements  needed  to  support  exist- 
ing and  presently  planned  mines.  These  are  the 
baseline  figures.  In  1 990,  Powder  River  County  is 
projected  to  be  mining  14,300,000  tons  of  coal 
each  year.  This  will  be  supported  by  607  energy 
employees  who  will  be  residing  in  the  county.  If 
these  additional  coal  tracts  are  mined,  energy 
employees  will  increase  by  150.  These  will  be 
employees  who  reside  within  that  county.  Ten 
million  additional  tons  of  coal  are  projected  to  be 
mined.  The  key  point  is  that  these  projections 
show  only  those  miners  who  will  reside  within 
Powder  River  County  and  not  necessarily  the  pro- 
jected total  work  force.  The  "Coal  Town  Model" 
has  been  shown  to  be  fairly  accurate  in  the  past 
and  it  is  felt  that  its  projections  will  continue  to  be 
accurate  with  the  scenarios  and  assumptions 
made. 

6-29 

The  Bureau  was  attempting  to  show  that  the  con- 
cern expressed  about  increased  crime  associated 
with  increased  population  is  true.  The  Polzin 
study  used  all  statistics  available  to  evaluate 
Rosebud  County  from  1 970  to  1 980.  This  study, 
which  is  well  documented,  identifies  that  crime 
increases  in  Rosebud  County  were  approximately 
one  half  of  the  increase  rate  recorded  for  the  State 
of  Montana,  as  a  whole. 
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Please  see  response  to  comment  6-18 

6-31 

Please  see  response  to  comments  6-7,  6-12  and 
6-13.  In  addition,  the  possibility  exists  that  over- 
burden material  may  be  present  which  would 
provide  suitable  material  for  reclamation  work  as 
so  stated  by  the  Director,  Office  of  Surface  Mining 
and  the  Commissioner,  Department  of  State 
Lands  in  their  denial  of  the  Tongue  River  Petition. 
Please  see  the  rewrite  of  the  soils  sections  for 
further  clarification  of  the  reclaimability  poten- 
tials. 
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We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  conwont  on  the  proposed 
Powder  R.i  ver  MFP  Amendment  s .   These  comments  a  re  mi<ant  to  au;j- 
plement  those  submitted  by  Walter  Archer,  President:  of  the 
Powder  River  Protective  Association. 

General 
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The  rationale  for  this  document,  as  set.  forth  in  the 
Conformance  Statement  an  page  2,    is  that  "recant  legislation, 
new  inf  or  ma  t  ion  ,  and  B1J-1  di  recti  ves  made?  it  c  lcar  that  a  new 
demo  nd  would  be  placed  on  Powder  River  Federa 1  Coa 1  Reserves" . 
The  document  also  status  that  "Some  MJT  decisions  were  found 
not  consistant  or  in  conformance  with  new  laws  and  regulations". 
FOi  purposes  of  clarification,  we  request  that  the  BLM,  ill  the 
l"i  na  1  Amendment  documen  t  ,  cite  which  "  new  i  in'o  rroa  t  ion"  and 
"BUI  directives"  arc  boiny  referred  to,  ajuJ  f  ur  thermore ,  which 
MFP  decisions  weie  not  consistent  with  wh.it  now  laws  and  reg- 
ulations . 

One  of  the  "actions"  that  is  used  a  reason  for  this 
Amendment ,  is  the  Rai  t  lesnake  Wilderness  Area  Exchange,  (PI,  95- 
476).   This  law  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in 
exchange  for  private  lands  to  "issue  bidding  rights  which  may 
be  exercised  in  competitive  coal  lease  sales,  or  coal  lease 
modi  f ications ,  or  both, "   At  face  va lue ,  int erpret  ing  this 
language  as  requi  r  i  ng  the  BLM  to  issue  coa 1  bidding  rights  to 
the  Burlington  Northern,   wuuld  seem  to  be  in  conflict  with 
Section  2(c)  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  nf  1920  which  prohibits 
a  railroad  from  holding  a  coal  lease  except  to  produce  coal  for 
the  railroads'  own  use. 

If  this  is  the  intent  of  PL  96-476,  we  would  like  to 
regis tcr  our  opposit  ion  to  this  exchange . 

The  BLM  is  currently  preparing  a  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP)  for  this  area.   It  would  seem  that   in  order  to  avoid 
duplication  of  effort,  and  unnecessary  expense,  that  those  lands 
discussed  in  this  documen t  wuuld  have  been  more  appropriately 
included  in  the  proposed  RMP.   This  is  particularly  true  in 
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light    of    the    Ajnundmen  l  s  '     statement     i  ha  ■        t 
or    no    interest    in    these    other    areas". 

Sociology 

Under  the  subsection  on  attitudes (p. 
t  hat  "several  surveys  in  the  last  5  years 
Shown ,  on  a  fairly  consistant  basis,  that 
viewed  are  in  favor  of  mi  net' a  1  developmc 


11),  it  is  stated 
Ln  the  area ,  hAv 
mrtHt  o  f  those  i  v.:  e 
".   While  t.akim: 


exception  to  this  conclusion,  we  re-iuest  th.it.  the  surveys, 
"and  who  commissioned  them  be  cited  in  the  final  document. 

7|-       Furthermore,  this  document  states  that  "it  is  not  no:- 
"0  possible  to  state  the  amount  oi  population  influx  resultn: 
from  a  new  mine",  and  yet  on   Table  3,  proceeds  to  do  so. 
If  it  is  not  possible  to  make  these  projections,  then  are 
the  population  projections  in  both  this  Amendment,  and  the 
Powder  River  Leasing  EIS  invalid? 

7/j       It  is  also  mentioned  on  P.  12,  that  the  "proposed  a 
"D  could  bring  new  population  growth  to  Sheridan "   Doe 

Amendment  assume  that  no  new  population  growth  would  occ 
either  Colstrip  or  Ashland? 

Co_l strip  Area 


LiOrs 
tin? 


7"j      There  appears  to  be  a  disp 
■f  Response  Analysis  of  Qualified 


ity  in  the  figures  on  p.  2 'J , 
if ace  Owners,  and  those  in 
Table  7,  Federal  Coal  deleted  by  negative  surface  owner  view  it 
While  the  reponse  shows  that  45.71  of  the  qualified  surface 
owners  (10, 136  acres),  were  against  leasing.  Table  7  only 
shows  that  400  acres  were  deleted. 

7Q  Surface  Water:   The  amendment  document  states  that  "No  peren- 
"0  nia  1  f  lows  exist".   Is  the  F.ast  Fork  A  r  me  1  Is  Creek  con  side;  ed 
a  per ennia 1  stream? 

Cii-ecnlcaf-Mi  llcr 

The  maps  and  the  tables  used  in  the  Green  leaf -Miller 
portion  of  this  document  don't   reflect  those  sufacc  owners 
who  have  previously  indicated  their  opposition  to  leasing. 
We  submit,  that  since  the  maps  show  those  areas  acceptable 
for  further  leasing,  that  they  should  also  show  all  lands 
that  are  presently  net  accept  able  for  leasing  cons  id e ration. 
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I rs    Conclusion : 


We 


sol   that   the  ovc 


not  being  soi ved  by  ca  r  ry ing  for 
the  MFP  Amendment  for  luiihur  cc 
We  do  apprecia  to  the  oppo rt unity 
on    this    ma  tier . 


public    interest    is 


/<ird  those  lands  discussed  in 
•.sidera  Lion  for  coal  lcasiluj, 
pi  ovided    by     the    BLM    to    comrr.e 


/gZ~  Oteu 


Russ  Brown 
NPRC  Staff 
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New  information  which  became  available  was  the 
completion  of  wildlife  and  cultural  resource 
inventories.  This  allowed  the  Bureau  to  bring  the 
MFP  minerals  decisions  into  compliance  with 
current  laws  and  regulations  which  require  the 
application  of  unsuitability  criteria  and  surface 
owner  consultation.  The  Director,  in  his  response 
of  October  9,  1980  to  NPRC  and  the  Montana 
State  Director  indicated  the  Bureau  would  pre- 
pare another  amendment  for  a  possible  1984 
lease  sale.  Please  see  response  to  comment  letter 
6,  response  6-2  and  6-3. 
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In  the  Rattlesnake  Wilderness  Area,  Burlington 
Northern  and  the  Montana  Power  Company  both 
had  inholdings.  Burlington  Northern  was  autho- 
rized by  the  act  to  enter  into  a  lands  exchange  with 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  Montana  Power  Com- 
pany was  authorized  coal  bidding  rights  in  the 
Powder  River  Coal  Production  Region. 
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The  RMP  would  not  accomodate  any  coal  leasing 
proposal  until  1986.  Legislation  passed  by  Con- 
gress and  the  normal,  cyclic  need  to  respond  to  a 
possible  1 984  lease  sale  necessitated  the  prepa- 
ration of  an  amendment.  These  areas  will  not  be 
reexamined  in  the  RMP.  Areas  of  little  or  no  inter- 
est referred  to  the  lower  quality  coal,  i.e.  lignite. 
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Three  surveys  were  used  in  reaching  the  conclu- 
sion referred  to.  They  were: 

CISDI/BLM,  1979  "A  Draft  Report  of  the 
Powder  River  Survey".  This  survey  was  done 
by  the  Miles  City  District  Office  for  the  Powder 
River  Resource  Management  Plan.  Unpub- 
lished. 

GMA  Research,  1980.  "Montana  Energy 
Opinion  Study",  GMA  Research,  Bellevue 
Washington,  July  1980. 

USDI/BLM,  1981.  "Public  Opinion  Survey, 
Northeastern  Wyoming."  This  survey  was 
done  for  the  Powder  River  EIS,  Coal,  by  the 
Miles  City  District  Office  and  is  available  at  the 
Casper,  Wyoming  District  Office,  Unpub- 
lished. 

7-5 

Projections  in  Table  3  were  developed  using  the 
"Coaltown  Model"  and  are  not  to  be  considered 
absolute.  Figures  shown  in  Table  3  identify  pos- 
sible changes  based  on  assumed  production 
increases.  In  this  manner,  population  projections 
can  be  and  are  made.  Exact  population  increases 
cannot  be  predicted. 

7-6 

Ashland,  Colstrip  and  possibly  Broadus,  Montana 
would  likely  experience  some  growth  in  popula- 
tion due  to  the  leasing  of  tracts  in  the  Powder 
River  Amendment 


7-7 

The  large  proportions  of  the  negative  surface 
owner  views  were  outside  the  area  being  consi- 
dered. In  those  cases  where  negative  views  were 
received  over  the  area  being  considered,  the 
areas  were  deleted  except  in  the  cases  where 
there  were  existing  federal  coal  leases. 

7-8 

Upstream  from  Colstrip  in  the  area  covered  by  the 
amendment,  the  East  Fork  Armells  Creek  is  con- 
sidered to  be  ephemeral  in  nature. 

7-9 

In  accordance  with  the  exchange  agreement, 
only  those  lands  identified  by  Peabody  Coal  for 
exchange  were  examined. 
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Comment  Letter  8 


UTAH    INTERNATIONAL    INC. 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  15379    ■    SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  B4II3  ' 

STREET  ADDRESS    •    20  WEST  2950  SOUTH    •    (HOD    4B7-964I   , \*Z^"*  '" 

December  30,  1981 


Mr.  Ray  Brubaker 

District  Manager 

U.S.  Dept.  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Miles  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  940 

Miles  City,   Montana     59301 

Dear  Mr.    Brubaker: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  Powder  River  Resource  Area  Management 
Framework  Plan  Amendment  dated  November   1981,   and  we  offer   the  following 
comments  relative  to  the  section  dealing  with  the  Moorhead  coal  area 
located  in  Powder  River  County,  Montana. 

The  maps   on  pages   81,   88,   and  91  of  the  draft  amendment  mistakenly  show 
three  tracts  of  state  coal  as  being  federal  coal.     These  tracts  are  des- 
cribed as   section   16   (N>i,   N^S's)  and  section  36   (all),   T.85.,   R.45E     and 
section  16  (S>-a,  syiEJs,  SEyw-,),  T.9S.,  R.46E.     Further,   these  same  maps 
are  in  error  as  they  show  an  80-acre  tract  of  private  coal   as  being  federal 
coal.     This  private  coal   is  described  as  section  24  (wWs).  T.8S.,  R.45E. 

8    0  The  map  on  page  88  showing  results  of  surface  owner  consultation  is  in- 
"fc   correct  in  another  respect  also.     It  does  not  show  the  full  extent  of  the 
surface  leased  within  the  primary  area  of  interest  outlined  on  the  map. 
Specifically,   the  map  should  show  the  following  described  lands  within  the 
outlined  area  as  "surface  leased." 
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T.8S.,  R.45E. 
Section  4 
5 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
14 
15 
16 
17 
29 
T.9S.,  R.45E. 
Section  4 


S>sSlfc,   Nw'iSW<i,   StftSEi 

Sffi,   NEWE'. 

all  fractional 

all 

all 

W-s,  W?sSE-! 

SlftSlft 

W>jNlft 

Kk,   Sift, 

S>iS»i 

all 

W-4,    SEia, 

N'sSlft 


SEliSE% 


S'sNEl, 


8-1 

Corrections  noted.  Please  see  the  errata  section 
for  changes. 

8-2 

The  map  on  page  88  is  correct  as  shown  in  that  it 
depicts  surface  owner  consultation  responses 
received  by  this  office.  Areas  shown  as  not  leased 
resulted  from  the  surface  owner  declining  to 
respond.  The  final  map  on  page  91  shows  those 
areas  as  acceptable  for  further  consideration. 


-2- 


UTAH     INTERNATIONAL     INC. 
SALT   LAKE    CITY.    UTAH 


.8S.,   R.46E. 

Section  27 

MEi 

NE'.NIft 

28 

Sift 

29 

E'.SE', 

SE'aNE'i 

The  attached  map  showing  Utah  International's  surface  control  in  the 
Moorhead  area  was  hand  delivered  to  the  Miles  City  District  BLM  office 
on  March  5,  1980.  Possibly  it  was  lost  in  your  files.  As  you  can  see, 
Utah  International  Inc.  has  additional  surface  leased  in  the  area,  but 
the  above  listing  will  at  least  correct  the  map  relative  to  the  primary 
area  of  interest  outlined  on  the  map. 

Thank  you  for   the  opportunity  to  point  out  these  errors   in  the  draft. 

Sincerely, 


f ^  A  }ux?£uv^ 


P.  S.  MATTSON 
Senior  Geologist 


attachments 
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Comment  Letter  9 


UTAH      INTERNATIONAL     I  N  C  .    Moot  head 


2  6    February     193  2 


Mr.     Ray    Brubaker  kf»? 

District    Manager  »*** 

U.S.     Department     at     the     Interior 

Buieau    of     Land    Management 

Miles    City    District     J(£ice 

P.     0.     Box    9  4  0 

Miles    City,     Montana     S9301 

rev  -.         Draft     Management     Framework     Plan     Amendment     for     the     Powder 
River     Resource       Area 

Dear    Mr .     Brubaker: 

Utah  International  Inc.  (Utah)  is  the  owner  o£  surface  coal 
leases  in  the  Moor  head  Coal  Area  ot  the  Powder  River  Resource 
Area-  This  letter,  and  the  attached  comments,  are  submitted  by 
Utah  in  response  to  the  Bureau  o£  Land  Management's  request  for 
comments  on  the  Bureau's  November  1981  draft  of  the  Management 
Framework     Plan     Amendment     for     this     resource     area. 


9-1 " 


application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  proposed 
elude  certain  areas  from  leasing  at  this  time.  For  exam 
suitability  Criterion  15,  State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildl 
dressed  sharp-tailed  grouse  and  sage  grouse  leks  within 
orhead  area.  it  proposed  that  these  lak  areas  be  consid 
r  leasing  only  if  it  can  be  proven  that  .dining  methods 
t  significantly  i.upa  c  t  wildlife  populations,  and 
clamation   would   provide   suitable   post-mini ng   habitat. 

I  ieve  s  that  BLM  should  proceed  to  offer  these  areas  for 

this   time   while   deferring   approval   of   mining   activi 
til   the   lessee   can   demonstrate   that   mining   and   recla 
thods  and  environmental  protection  and  mitigation  strate 

II  protect  the  wildlife  resource  from  substantial  harm, 
el   that   the  MFP  has  a   scarcity  of  documentation  concec 

is   important   unsuitability   criterion   (s-g-.   The Base 

ld_l  ij_e in_y_?.!!Lc:E_X.L ti^^ll^SA! ^.I?.* )  ■     IE   is   difficult 

equately    comment    when    the    supporting    information 
nclusions   having   a   significant   impact   are   unavailable 
bl i  c  review . 


pi  e  , 
ife, 

the 
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will 
that 
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line 
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The  unsuitability  exclusions  for  criterion  15  on 
many  of  the  areas  have  been  rewritten  to  address 
this  concern.  Four  season  inventories  are  the 
minimum  acceptable  documentation  used  to 
make  unsuitability  designations  for  wildlife 
related  criteria.  The  Bureau  regrets  a  completed 
report  was  not  available,  but  the  raw  data  was 
available  in  the  District  Office. 

9-2 

The  unsuitability  criteria  were  designed  to  minim- 
ize mining  impacts  by  protecting  certain  values. 
Economic  impacts  of  designating  areas  unsuita- 
ble were  not  addressed. 

9-3 

The  unsuitability  criteria  are  not  going  to  be 
changed  appreciably  by  the  revision  of  the  43 
CFR  3400  regulations. 

9-4 

Comment  noted,  please  see  response  to  com- 
ment 9-7. 


9-2 

9-3 
9-4 


U  TA  H      INTERN  ATI  O  N  A  L      INC. 


The  economic  effects  of  excluding  over  2,000  acres  (or  5  1/2 
percent  of  the  coal  reserves)  from  mining  under  this  criterion 
may  have  a  significant  effect  upon  the  development  of  the 
Powder  River  Resource  Area.  These  economic  effects  must  be 
considered  before  excluding  these  resources  from  coal  mining. 

Because  the  federal  coal  management  program  regulations  (4  3  CFR 
Part  3400)  are  being  reproposed,  the  decision  to  apply  the 
unsuitability  criteria  at  the  present  time  should,  at  the  very 
least,  be  deferred  until  the  final  regulations  ace  promulgated. 

As  a  technical  matter,  we  also  contest  the  assertion  that 
"Current  information  demonstrates  that  this  area  does  not  have 
potential  Cor  successful  reclamation."  This  statement  is  based 
on  a  soil  survey  BLM  itself  reports  to  be  only  304  reliable, 
and  specific  areas  that  do  not  have  reclamation  potential  have 
not  been  identified  in  the  MFP. 


At  tached   are   Utah 
Criteria   and   Mult 
opportunity  to  meet 
in  the  near  future. 

8 

pie 
w; 

tech 
Us 
th 

sincerely 

cal   comments   on   the   Unsuitability 

Analysis.    We   would   welcome   the 

you  to  discuss  these  and  other  issues 


Rog  e  r  E .  Ne Ison 

Ma  nag  er 

Environmental  Quality 

REN  :  lb 

a  ttachment 
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MULTIPLE  USE  ANALYSIS 


Lands  Subsection 
No  comme  n t . 


Soils  Subsect  ion 


Page  82,  Column  2,  Paragraph  1. 


9-5 


9-6 


The  guidelines  used  for  eating  soils  as  a  topsoil  source 
(reclamation  potential)  are  not  referenced  and  should  be.  It 
the  US  DA  Soil  Conversation  Service  guideline,  "Soil 
Reconstruction  Material  for  Drastically  Disturbed  Areas'  [Soils 
National  Handbook  #40  3.6  (a)],  was  used,  then  the  ratings  are 
"good,"  "fair,"  and  "poor,"  not  "good,"  "fair,"  "poor,"  and 
■unsuitable"  as  stated  in  this  section.  We  recommend  using  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  guidelines  for 
topsoil  suitability. 


The   second 
"  .03%  "  . 


ntence  of  line 


s  hould   re  ad  : 


"  35  " 


ithe 


than 


Page  82,  Column  1,  Paragraph  3. 
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The  last  sente 
that   this   area   does 
reclamation."    There   is 
when  it  is  based  on  the 
only  30%  re  liable 


tates  that 


In 


rent  information  demonstrates 

not    have    potential    for    successful 

no   justification   for   this   statement 

Powder  River  soil  survey  considered  to 

ddition,  we  feel  it  is  necessary  to 


potent  ia 1 
( Resour  ce 


for 
and 


define  what  is  meant  by  an  area  not  having 
successful  reclamation.  The  EMRIA  Report  #8 
Potent ial_ Reclamation     Evaluation     of  _thg     Bear     Creek     Study     ftrea_ - 

West      Mo  o  r^he  ad  _  Co  alf.ie  1  g  ■ 1,9.2?)  '      which      evaluates     a      study  area 

(3200     acres     in     size)     within     this     MFP     Moor  he  ad    Area     states  that 

"there       is       adequate       suitable       overburden       material        (soil  and 

bedrock)       for       revegetation      and      reclamation      of       the       study  area 
lands    if    s ur face -rained  "     (p.     101). 


Page    82,     Colum 
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ustification  for 
Dwder  River Area 


rating  of  80%  is 
characteristics  <■ 
should  be  stated. 


Par  ag  r  aph  4 . 

determining  a  30%  reliability  rating  for  the 

Soil Sur  vey_  is  necessary;  i.e.,  if  a  reliable 

"the  highest  rating  a  survey  can  get,  then  the 
this  survey  that  decreased  its  rating  to  30% 


Hydrology  Subsection 

Page  62,  Columns  1  and  2  and  Page  83,  Column  2. 


9-9 


The   BLM  analysis  states   that  mining 
would  destroy  "approximately  64  reser 
and  at  least  eight  stock  wells  and 
the  number  of  water   supply  structur 


of  the  Moorhead  coal  area 
voirs,  73  study  wells 

one  house  well."    Because 
is   affected   is   large,   the 


th 


read  er  is  left 
significant  impact, 
because  replacement 
readily  available 


the  impression  that  their  loss  will  have  a 

Such  a  conclusion  is  by  no  means  justified 

of  alternative  supply  structures  should  be 

n  most   instances.    Therefore,   we  recommend 


discussion   within 

this  section 

to 

of  th  i  s  loss  and 

the  ava  i labi  1 

Lty 

that  the  Bureau  expand  its 
address  the  expected  impact 
of  replacement  water  s . 

9  -a  ft  The  draft  MFP  states  that  "downstream  water  levels  in  the 
-  |  U  alluvium  would  be  lowered  which  could  decrease  hay  production 
and  injure  other  plants  that  have  roots  extending  to  the  water 
table.".  (Page  83,.  Column  1,  Paragraph  3)  This  statement  is 
clearly  in  conflict  with  the  sentences  that  immediately  precede 
it,  since  they  state  that  "downstream  flow  could  be  'increased 
by  mine  drainage  (and)  this  return  flow  would  likely  infiltrate 
into  the  alluvium  fairly  quickly."  Such  an  occurrence  would 
tend  to  raise  slightly  the  downstream  alluvial  water  levels 
rather  than  lower  them. 


w  i 1 d 1 i  fe  Subs e  c  t  i  on 


9-11 


Page  83,  Column  1,  Paragraph 

6. 

;r   r£ 

excluded." 

Utah   recommends   that   this 

area 

excluded  from  leasing  at  th 

is  ti 

rfithin  the 


deer  winter  range  not  be 
During  the  development  and 
mine  permitting  process,  detailed  wildlife  studies  on  deer 
usage  and  movement  will  be  conducted  on  the  Moorhead  area. 
This  site-specific  information  will  provide  a  sound  base  from 
which  to  make  the  proper  decisions  on  the  development  of  the 
area. 


r a  ng  e s_u  b  s_ e_c_tjL o n 

No  comment . 


Agricu 1 tur e  Su 


bsection 


No  comment . 
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9-5 

Comment  noted,  please  see  text  change.  Utah 
International  is  correct  in  that  an  unsuitable  rating 
does  not  exist  in  the  SCS  guidelines. 

9-6 

Correction  noted.  Please  see  text  change. 

9-7 

The  relative  ratings  are  a  reflection  of  the  present 
system  of  soil  classification,  soil  mapping  and 
report  writing  techniques  versus  the  techniques 
used  in  older  reports.  The  rating  may  be  confus- 
ing to  those  who  are  not  currently  involved  in 
progressive  soil  surveys  and  is  deleted  due  to  the 
number  of  irrelevant  questions  it  raised.  Please 
see  text  change.  The  intent  of  the  amendment 
was  to  rate  the  coal  areas  as  a  whole  against 
common  environmental  factors,  not  specific  por- 
tions with  site  specific  studies.  One  cannot  com- 
pare soil  surveys  and  EMRIA  reports  due  to: 

1 .  level  of  investigation; 

2.  different  methods  of  soil  classification; 

3.  surface  soil  (soil  surveys)  vs  surface  mate- 
rial and  geology  (EMRIA); 

4.  all  coal  areas  do  not  have  EMRIA  studies 
and  reports  (EMRIA  #8  covers  only  1 0%  of 
the  Moorhead  coal  area). 

9-8 

Please  see  response  to  comment  9-7. 

9-9 

Comment  noted,  please  see  text  addition  for 
further  clarification. 

9-10 

Comment  noted,  please  see  text  change  for  clari- 
fication of  this  apparent  conflict. 

9-11 

The  winter  range  in  question  was  delineated 
based  on  information  obtained  during  two  severe 
winters,  1977-78  and  1978-79.  It  is  felt  the  steep 
slopes  characteristic  of  deer  wintering  ranges 
would  not  be  reclaimable. 

9-12 

Please  see  response  to  comment  9-1. 

9-13 

The  unsuitability  criteria  for  the  sage  grouse  and 
sharp-tailed  grouse  have  been  rephrased  to  allow 
the  successful  bidder  the  opportunity  to  show 
mitigation  before  denial  of  an  area  for  leasing. 
Please  see  the  text  changes  for  clarification. 

9-14  &  9-15 

Please  see  response  to  comment  9-1  and  rewrite 
of  unsuitability  findings  for  criterion  1 5. 

9-16 

Please  see  response  to  comment  9-11. 

9-17 

The  100  year  floodplain  designation  was  used  as 
a  starting  point  to  identify  possible  hazard  zones. 
As  stated  in  the  criterion,  until  it  can  be  deter- 
mined if  there  is  a  substantial  threat  of  loss  of  life 
or  property,  no  portion  will  be  declared  unsuit- 
able. 


Gen  e  ra  1  Com 


«  nt 


9-12 


UNSUITABILITY  CRITERIA 


result  o£  the  application  of  the  Bureau's  of  Land 
emen  t '  s  ( BLM}  unsuitability  Criteria  to  the  Moor  head  Coal 
Area  has  resulted  in  the  recommendation  that  2820  acres  of 
land,  or  189,465,000  tons  of  coal,  be  eliminated  from 
consideration  for  future  leasing.  Over  70  percent  of  this  area 
and  tonnage  is  being  declared  unsuitable  because  of  Criterion 
15,  State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife.  However,  according  to 
BLM  officials  in  the  Miles  City  office,  the  Baseline  Wilflife 
Inventory  Report  for  the  Moor  he  ad  Coal  Area,  which  forms  the 
basis  for  the  Criterion  15  unsuitability  recommendations,  is 
unavailable  to  the  public  at  this  time.  Utah  International 
Inc.  (Utah)  strongly  objects  to  a  policy  that  asks  a  company  to 
comment  on  the  results  of  a  study,  that  has  s  i2D.AXi.ca  n  t 
economic  impact,  without  being  able  to  review  the  methodology 
or  the  data  of  the  study.  We  feel  that  the  wildlife 
unsuitability  recommendations  should  not  have  been  published 
until  after  the  Baseline  wildlife  Inventory  Report  for  Moorhead 
was  available  for  public  review. 


Criterion 


State  Resident  Fish  and  wildlife 


9-13 


Page  79,  Column  2,  Paragraph  6. 

e:  "These     two     leks     and     a     1/2     mile     buffer     were 

This     eliminated     659     acres    and     34,104,000     ton 
from    further     consideration." 


xcluded. 
of     coa 1 


Utah 
Coal 
s  t  i  p 
mini 


e  nt  i 
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s  t  ca 
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strongly     recommends     that     none     of     the     areas     in     the     Moorhead 

Area         be         declared         unsuitable         for         mining.  Instead, 

ulations     in     the     lease     agreements     could     be     included     to     allow 

ng      contingent     on      the      leaseholder      demonstrating      that     mining 

not      have      a      significant      long-term      impact     on      the      areawide 

life     populations     in     question.        This     approach     will     allow     the 

ee     time     to    complete     detailed    wildlife     investigations     of     the 

e      area     during      the      permitting     process.        These     studies     will 

de      detailed      site-specific      information      on      the      biological 

physical        characteristics        of        the        sharp-tailed       and        sage 

se      habitats      on      the      Moorhead      Coal      Area.         This      information 

then     be     used      to     accurately     assess     the     proper     development 

tegy       for        the       Moorhead       Coal       Area.  In       addition,        t  hi  3 

oach      will     allow     time      for     consideration     of     ongoing     research 

in      Montana     on     sage     grouse     populations     and     surface     raining 

ations.  The        results        of        these        studies        will        provide 

luable       information       on        the       protection       and       mitigation       of 

se    habitat    in    conjunction    with    mining     operations. 


Page    79,    Column    2,    Paragraph    7. 


9-14  — * 


"Three  of   the   leks  and  locations  of  suitable  nesting 


cover   were   excluded. 
67,770,000  tons  of  coal." 


excluded   787   acres   and 


"To  protect  and  maintain  this  crucial  site,  149  acres 
and  5,245,000  tons  of  coal  were  excluded." 


See  comment  on  Page  79,  Column  2,  Paragraph  6. 


Page  80,  Column  1,  Paragraph  1, 


9-15"" 


"All  areas  on  the  Moorhead  Coal  Area  will  be 
made  available  for  leasing  but  with  the 
stipulation  that  mining  will  not  be  allowed  on 
critical  sharp-tailed  or  sage  grouse  habitat 
until  it  can  be  shown  that  mining  will  not 
have  a  significant  long-term  impact  on  the 
areawise    grouse    population    and    their    habitat." 


See    comment    on    Page    79,    Column    2,     Paragraph    6. 


9-16 


Page  80,  Column  1,  Paragraph  3. 

e:  "No  exclusions  were  made  for  the  general  range  but 
420  acres  and  32,424,000  tons  of  coal  were  excluded 
for  the  specific  winter  range  where  deer  densities 
ranged  up  to  30  deer  per  square  mile." 

Utah   recommends   that   this   area   of  deer   winter   range   not   be 

excluded  from  leasing  at  this  time.  During  the  development  and 

mine   permitting   process,   detailed  wildlife   studies   on   deer 
usage   and   movement   will   be   conducted   on   the   Moorhead   area. 

This  site-specific  information  will  provide  a  sound  base   from 

which   to  make   the   proper   decisions  on   the   development   of   the 
Moorhead  Coal  Area. 


Criterion  16,  Floodplains 
Page  80,  Column  1,  Paragraph  7 


9-17  r,ea 


support  the  BLM's  finding  that  no  portion  of  the  Moorhead 
be  declared  unsuitable  under  this  criterion.  However,  we 
also  believe  that  100-year  floodplain  standard,  which  BLM  uses 
in  this  criterion,  is  not  authorized  by  section  522  [B)  of  the 
Surface       Mining       Control       and       Reclamation      Act       (SMRCA) .  The       Act 
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9-18 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  amendment  was  to 
apply  the  unsuitability  criteria.  The  identification 
of  alluvial  valley  floors  is  one  criterion  (number 
1 9).  This  application  was  done  following  43  CFR 
3461.1(s)(l).  As  noted,  this  initial  determination 
did  not  find  any  areas  unsuitable,  but  it  served  to 
identify  potential  problems  and  showed  their 
approximate  extent.  The  actual  determination  will 
be  made  by  OSM  and  DSL  at  the  time  of  mine 
plan  submittal  and  will  address  the  concerns 
expressed. 


refers  not  to  100-year  floodplains,  but  rather  to  operations 
which  "will  affect  natural  hazard  lands  in  which  such 
operations  could  substantially  endanger  life  and  property,  such 
lands  to  include  areas  subject  to  frequent  flooding"  [sec .  5  2  2 
(a)  (3)  ( D ) ;  emphasis  added}.  This  specific  standard  of 
"frequent  flooding"  is  expressly  inc or po rated  into  the 
unsuitability  determination  to  be  made  under  section  522  ( b)  of 
the  Act.  Substitution  of  an  100-year  flood plain  standard, 
which  by  definition  is  not  frequent  in  its  occurrence,  for  the 
mandated  "frequent  flooding"  standard  is  clearly  not 
j  ust  i  f iable . 


Criterion  19,  Alluvial  Valley  Floors 
Page  80,  Column  2 ,  Paragraphs  1,  2  and  3 
BLR 


9|  Q  We   support   the   BL 
"10  lands   is   warrant 


conclusion  that  no  exclusion  of  alluvial 
light  of  the  existing  database. 
Moreover,  we  believe  that  the  criterion  itself  goes  beyond  the 
statutory  authority  and  standards  mandated  by  section  522  (b) 
of  SMRCA .  These  alluvial  valley  floor  criteria  appear  to  have 
been  picked  up  from  the  permit  approval  standards  of  section 
510  of  the  Act.  Such  standards  are,  however,  only  applicable 
in  connection  to  a  review  of  a  specific  mining  plan.  More 
importantly,  the  criterion  conveniently  ignores  the  limitations 
contained  within  section  510  (b)  (5)  which  exclude  "undeveloped 
range  lands  which  are  not  significant  to  farming  on  said 
alluvial  valley  floors"  and  "lands  .  .  .  that  if  the  farming 
will  be  interrupted,  discontinued,  or  precluded  is  of  such 
small  acreage  as  to  be  of  negligible  impact  on  the  farm's 
agricultural  production"  [sec.  510  (b)  (5)  (A) J.  Until  the 
Bureau  includes  the  above  exclusions  in  its  analysis  of 
alluvial  lands,  no  conclusions,  even  relative  to  the 
presence/absence  of  alluvial  valley  floors  under  Part  1  of  the 
draft  guidelines  are  warranted. 
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February  22, 

1982 

'■-v'd?^--- 

Mr.  Ray  Brubaker 

••'.•  ' ;"T.'l_  i 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Miles  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  940 

Miles  City.  MT  59301 

Dear  Mr.  Brubaker: 

Western  Energy  Company  has  reviewed  the  Amended  Management  Framework  Plan 
for  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area.  The  following  comments  are  submitted  for 
your  consideration. 

Application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  to  the  Colstrip  coal  area  has 
resulted  in  exclusion  of  lands  under  criterion  number  3  for  rights-of-way  and 
buffer  zones  along  county  roads.  Western  Energy  Company  has  worked  toward 
agreement  with  the  Rosebud  County  Commissioners  to  abandon  the  county  road  in 
Section  2  of  TIN,  R40E  and  Section  6  of  TIN,  R41E  and  to  relocate  the  county 
road  to  lands  that  will  not  be  affected  by  coal  mining.  Western  has  received 
conditional  approval  from  Rosebud  County  to  relocate  the  county  road.  Approval 
documents  and  maps  will  be  submitted  to  the  BLM  at  a  later  date. 

Application  of  criterion  number  3  has  also  excluded  lands  for  three  separate 
occupied  dwellings  which  are  located  in  Section  2  of  TIN,  R40E,  Section  34  of 
T2N,  R39E,  and  Section  24  of  T2N,  R38E.  Western  controls  the  surface  to  these 
lands  and  has  the  right  to  vacant,  move,  or  destroy  the  buildings.  Copies  of 
these  agreements  will  also  be  submitted  to  the  BLM. 

Two  additional  occupied  dwellings  occur  over  unleased  federal  coal  which 
were  noted  on  the  map  on  page  23  of  the  MFP  but  were  not  designated  as  occupied 
dwellings.  These  are  located  in  Section  6  of  TIN,  R40E  and  Section  32  of  T2N, 
R40E.  Western  owns  the  property  and  improvements  in  Secti'on  32  subject  to  a 
life  estate  in  the  dwelling  and  five  acres.  At  present,  Western  has  not  reached 
agreement  with  the  surface  owner  of  the  dwelling  in  Section  6. 

1  ft  A  Western  requests  that  the  lands  subject  to  criterion  number  3  be  brought 

I  U"^f  forward  for  coal  development  consideration.  Appropriate  agreements  related  to 

relocation  of  roads  and  dwellings  will  be  provided  after  consultation  with  the 

BLM. 

Ifl  R    Application  of  criterion  number  15  has  excluded  181  acres  of  federal  coal 
IU"0  lands  in  Section  32  of  T2N,  R40E  due  to  the  presence  of  a  sharp-tailed  grouse 
lek.  Western  has  been  cooperating  with  the  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 


10-1 


10-2 


10-3 


10-1 

Comment  noted;  exceptions  will  be  applied  when 
documentation  is  received. 

10-2 

Comment  noted;  exception  will  be  applied  when 
documentation  is  received. 

10-3 

A  buffer  zone  around  the  dwelling  in  S6,  TIN, 
R40E  is  designated  as  unsuitable.  An  exception 
may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  Western 
Energy  can  reach  an  agreement  with  the  owner. 
Please  see  text  change. 

10-4 

Please  see  response  to  comments  10-1,1 0-2  and 
10-3. 

10-5 

The  unsuitability  finding  for  this  area  has  been 
rewritten  with  stipulations  for  mitigation  and 
management.  Please  see  text  change  for  clarifica- 
tion. 

10-6 

Correction  noted.  The  map  on  page  30  shows  the 
responses  as  received  from  the  surface  owner. 
Responses  were  adjudicated  when  possible, 
resulting  in  S24,  T2N,  R38E  being  shown  as 
acceptable  on  page  33.  The  Bureau  also  found 
the  Sl/2  SE1/4,  S20,  T2N,  R40E  to  be  under 
Federal  Coal  lease.  This  parcel  is  also  now  shown 
as  acceptable. 


10-6 


Mr.  Brubaker 
February  22,  1982 
Page  2 


Department  to  development  a  management  and  reclamation  plan  which  would  enable 
Western  to  mitigate  this  habitat  disturbance.  Therefore,  Western  requests  that 
this  parcel  remain  in  consideration  for  coal  development  pending  an  agreement 
with  the  State. 

Two  corrections  are  necessary  for  the  map  on  page  30  of  the  MFP  which  shows 
the  results  of  surface  owner  consultation.  First  of  all,  the  map  incorrectly 
shows  that  the  surface  owner  of  Section  10,  TIN,  R41E  is  undecided  as  to  pro- 
viding consent  for  federal  leasing.  Western  leases  this  surface  from  an 
unqualifed  owner  and  is  presently  mining  leased  federal  coal  in  this  Section. 
Secondly,  the  map  shows  that  the  surface  owner  of  Section  24  in  T2N,  R38E  is 
against  federal  leasing.  Western  holds  the  federal  coal  lease  on  this  Section 
and  also  leases  the  surface. 

Western  appreciates  the  invitation  to  review  and  comment  on  BLM's  planning 
efforts. 


Sincerely, 

,/  /^i.„A-. 

DENNIS  J.  SCHWEHR 
Environmental  Coordinator 


DJSikak 

cc:  Bill  Robinson 
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